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PREFACE 


In 1974 my first study of Attic phonology was published. The aim of the 
work was to investigate the range and position of the innovative popular 
phonological system of Attic, an entity familiar to all Greek historical 
linguists. This “vulgar” Attic pronunciation has generally been looked 
upon as used mainly or exclusively by minor groups (tradefolk, work- 
men, slaves, etc.), and it was also thought to have been caused by 
external, Boeotian or other, influence. 

А revision of current methods in this field of research seemed desir- 
able. Two demands should be met: the collection of infrequent ortho- 
graphic variants ought to comprise all extant instances, and the data 
should be evaluated systematically. These methodological principles 
have been fundamental to all three studies alike. 

The comprehensive study of orthographic variation in Attic showed 
that “vulgar” orthographic variants are rather frequent even in official 
documents, which suggests that the innovative pronunciation was more 
widespread in late classical times than has hitherto been recognized. 
Other kinds of evidence also supported this conclusion but showed 
especially clearly that the conservative pronunciation was still used for 
centuries after the classical period. 

These results inspired my investigation of the Ptolemaic orthography 
(1977). Like Е. Gignac (1976) I left out the secondary material as being 
of limited value for the exploration of the history of the language. As a 
result of the study it could be established that the phonology of Ptolemaic 
Koine was in some respects more conservative than late classical Attic. 

The present study differs considerably from the previous ones in that 
the sociolinguistic aspect is much more prominent. The relative ranges of 
the two major phonological subsystems form а main subjeot for discus- 
sion in Chapters 3 and 4 and in part of Chapter 5. 

One aim of this book—and of the project as а whole—was to clarify 
the relations between Attic and Koine. The results attained made poss- 


ible the outline of the evolution of Koine presented at the end of Chap- 
ter 5. 

The work was supported by the Humanistisk-Samhällsvetenskapliga 
Forskningsrádet, which also defrayed the expense of printing. 

Thanks are due, above all, to Professor Cajus Fabricius for reading 
large parts of the manuscript and offering valuable criticism. I also thank 
Fil. Капа. Ferenc ТаНегпег who typed the rather difficult manuscript. 


Góteborg, November 1978 Sven-Tage Teodorsson 


INTRODUCTORY 


The origin of Koine, the Common Greek language, and its relation to 
the Attic dialect are important issues in the history of Greek. Con- 
sidering that Modern Greek, with all its contemporary variation, derives 
ultimately from Hellenistic Коіпе, the transition from Attic to Koine 
appears especially interesting. The present study is the third and last 
part of a project on Attic and Ptolemaic phonology designed to contri- 
bute to the knowledge and understanding of the development of Attic 
and the relations between Attic and Koine.? Since the present investiga- 
tion is & direct sequel to the first part, it should be studied in close con- 
nection with that work. 

Knowledge of the phonological history of а language is fundamental 
for any adequate and total description of its development. The phonetic 
evolution and the nature, order, and chronology of the phonological 
changes that have taken place in the language are of basic importance to 
anyone who wants to write the history of its morphology or describe its 
dialectology. 

Phonological research on remote language stages is never an easy 
task. The information available is mostly fragmentary and often am- 
biguous. The case of Greek, however, is certainly less problematic than 
most other languages thanks to the rich stock of extant primary written 
documents from various periods and regions. This is especially true of 
Attic and Ptolemaic Koine and, consequently, this was another in- 
centive, besides the central problem of the relation Attic-Koine as 
such, to undertake the investigation project. 

Like the first two studies, the present one is an orthographic study. 
The underlying theory is that, on condition that there exists a suffi- 


1 Beside Tsakonian there are remnants of the old dialects in various Modern Greek 
dialects. Cf., for example, Debrunner 1969: 48-50; Tsopanakis 1955; Newton 1967; 
Rohlfs 1973; Andriotis 1974. 
3 Teodorsson 1974 and 1977. 
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ciently large corpus of primary written documents from the period and 
area under investigation, а comprehensive study of the orthography of 
those texts can provide the most reliable information about the phonetic 
and phonological patterns of the language. The Attic of the classical and 
Hellenistic periods, ав well аз the Ptolemaic Greek, can be regarded as 
fulfilling this requirement. 

The most conspicuous orthographie variations and alternations found 
in Ancient Greek documents have been studied thoroughly by many 
scholars for a long time. The more infrequent ones have also generally 
been observed and discussed. Unfortunately, however, there has always 
been a lack of & systematic approach to the material, which, among 
other factors, has given rise to quite diverging opinions on Ancient 
Greek pronunciation. 

The starting-point of this project was the idea that the traditional 
orthographic norm must not be presupposed to reflect the pronunciation 
but rather to disguise the actual phonetic and phonological state of the 
language, while infrequent orthografic variants should in principle be 
looked upon as caused by a changed correspondence between phoneme 
and grapheme.? By collecting instances of infrequent orthographic 
variants as completely as possible and evaluating this material in a 
systematic way, it is likely that the judgments made about the phono- 
logy of the language investigated will be more exact than those based 
on & selective and widely ad hoc method. 

Besides the internal, orthographic, data there is also the secondary 
material, orthophonic information, rhymes, allusions, onomatopoeia, 
and loan-words. This type of evidence may also be of value for the 
phonologist in reconstructing the phonology of a language at a point of 
time in the past. But there are often serious difficulties in using that 
material. It can hardly be evaluated in a statistical way. It is often im- 


* Teodorsson 1974: 172, Principle 3, and 173.—In research on the historical pho- 
nology of other languages than Greek this basic principle seems to have been 
more generally made use of. “Occasional or naive spellings render most readily all 
distributional changes found in colloquial speech ... The traditional orthography 
usually reflects the forms of slow, careful speech ... Occasional spellings indicate 
general (unconditioned) or limited (conditioned) phonemic merger. They may do 
this preceding to a general orthographic change. They may reveal the phonemic 
change the orthography does not show through any adjustment” (Penzl 1957: 
202-203). For examples of practical application of this principle, cf. Braune 1891: 
38-39, Behaghel 1911: 84-85; Zachrisson 1913: 62-91, 155-161, and 224-226; 
Wyld 1920: 65-73 and 113-117; Penzl 1947: 34—35.—See further discussion below, 
pp. 99-103. 
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possible to relate such data, e.g. а loan-word, to the period and area of 
the dialect under investigation, and the information provided by, for 
example, а rhyme, an allusion, or an onomatopoeic word, is mostly so 
vague as to be of little value. Orthophonio statemente may be pre- 
scriptive. Thus, information from such material can seldom be decisive, 
but only supplementary, in comparison with the direct internal data 
from primary graphio documente.* 

For this reason the secondary material was only treated briefly and 
not exhaustively in Teodorsson 1974, and it was excluded from the 
Ptolemaio study5 as well as from the present one. It is doubtful, anyhow, 
if there actually exists any secondary material that can be related with 
certainty to Attica and the dialect spoken there in the last two centuries 
B.C. The extensive and systematio study of the orthographic material 
seemed more important and rewarding, while the study of the secondary 
evidence could be postponed to be carried out in separate investigations 
which should also be exhaustive. 


* In so far as such data are not caused by non-phonetic factors (of. below, pp. 14-17) 
they form the direct, largely unconscious, outcome of the graphonomic and phono- 
graphonomic competence of the writer (cf. Teodorsson 1977: 38-42) and thus 
reflect phonetic patterns more directly than other historical data can do. And this 
is important because “it has never been possible to practise respectable phonemics 
without taking adequate &ccount of the underlying phonetics" (Hamp 1962: 639). 
Phonetic change precedes phonemic change. Internal interference within the 
phonemic system originates through phonetic overlapping between the dispersion 
areas of the phonemes (Pulgram 1962), which, when reaching the critical point, 
may produce transposition (Teodorsson 1974: 55) into the graphemic system. 
* Teodorsson 1977. 


Chapter 1 
THE BASIS OF THE RELATIONAL STUDY 


An orthographic study is а phonemic-graphemic relational study. It is 
investigated which grapheme(s) occur(s) as correspondence(s) to (a) 
given phoneme(s). The basis of such a study must then be the graphemic 
system on the one hand and the phonemic опе on the other. Since the 
actual subject of the present special type of orthographic study is 
constituted of the deviations from the normal phoneme-grapheme 
correspondences, these also form a starting-point for the study. | 

The graphemic system used in Attic during the Hellenistic period 
was the Ionic one introduced in Athens in 403 в.с. The graphemes were 
listed in Teodorsson 1974: 34. 

Allographie variation need not be considered in this type of study; 
the identification of the graphemes is sufficient. When there is un- 
certainty as to which grapheme was written, the instance is marked 
with factor (2).* 


In order to be able to carry out a phonemic-graphemic relational study 
one must assume а tentative phonemic system. This should be built on 
existing knowledge about the language to be investigated, and it should 
contain all historically possible phonemic distinctions that may be 
assumed for & point of time before that treated in the investigation. 


Considering that the dialect investigated in the present study is the 
Attic of the Hellenistic period, it is natural to accept the phoneme іп- 
ventory of Teodorsson 1974,7 except that the phoneme [se] is excluded, 
and posit it for the time about 350 в.с. 


6 Cf. below, pp. 14-15. 

т Pp. 36-37. Cf. Schwyzer 1939: І 178—414, especially p. 179. 

8 Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 90-92 and 184-186. The merger [2:] >[e:] must have taken 
place a long time before the 4th century. 
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The tentative phonemic system is tested by the study of orthographic 
variations, to see to what extent the evidence confirms its structures. 

The correspondences between the graphemic system and the phonemic 
system are based on existing knowledge of the origin and history of the 
Greek alphabet, and of the etymology of Greek words. For the time 
about 350 в.о. the tentative correspondenoes® to be assumed аге the 


following: 


Autographeme(s) Vowel phoneme(s) 
<A> la(:)/ 
(E» lel 

(H> 12) 

а» icy 
(0, lol 

m ly(:)/ 
<Q) [о:] 
(AD /a(:)i/ 
(ED /е:/, [ei] 
(HD [eil 
«(on [oi] 
<TD [уу 
саг foi 
сот» [о:/ 
(AY) [ва Го 
(EY) Jeu] 
Syngrapheme(s) Consonant phoneme(s) 
<B> fbl 

cP igl, In} 
<A) [4] 


<2) [ва], [ав[!\ 


* The phonemic system was denominated tentative. 

19 There is no reason to assume that the original long u-diphthongs /e:u, ага, o:u/ 
existed as late as ca. 350 в.о. Evidence is the change of orthographio norm (НГ) 
into «ЕТУ during the 4th century (Meisterhans 1900: 171-172,14, and Schwyzer 
1939: I 203). 

и Тһе phonemic correspondence of (2) has been much discussed; cf. Schwyzer 
1939: I 329-332; Rohlfs 1962; Bailey 1968; Teodorsson 1979. 


Syngrapheme(s) 


(0) 
<K> 
<A> 
СМ) 
(N) 
<=) 
WD 
<P) 
(2) 
<T> 
(% 
(X) 
ep 


«ГГ; 
(KK) 
САА) 
(MM 
(NN) 
ID 
(PP) 
(ZZ) 
<TT> 


13 


Consonant phoneme(s) 


/g:/, Ing] 
fk:] 


There are no graphemic correspondences to the length phoneme, /:/, and 


the pitch phoneme, /'/.13 


13 For the nature of the Ancient Greek accent, cf. Allen 1966: 8-13, and Teodorsson 


1974: 39—40. 


Chapter 2 


A PHONEMIC-GRAPHEMIC RELATIONAL 
STUDY OF HELLENISTIC ATTIC 


The method followed in this study is the same as in the two preceding 
ones where it was presented and discussed.!? It is not necessary therefore 
to dwell upon general methodological issues here. Only operational 
principles relevant to the present study are stated. | 

The inventory of non-phonetic factors is congruent with that used in 
Teodorsson 1974. However, the factors (1) and (4) of that study!* never 
apply in the present one, because the group of strictly private documents 
that was marked with factor (1) there is lacking here, which is also 
the case with the alphabetic causes that formed the basis for marking 
with factor (4). 


Non-Phonetic Factors of Orthographic Variation 


Factor (1) 
Void. 


Factor (2) | 
Technical causes Р 
Such causes produce graphemic ambiguity, so that it cannot be decided 


with certainty what grapheme the writer intended by the graph. They 
may be either 


(а) primary, e.g. careless or unskilful handling of writing implements by 
the writer, or defective quality of writing materials or implementa, or 


(b) secondary, i.e. damage to writing material arisen after the characters 
had been applied to it. 


13 Teodorsson 1974: 46-56 and 1977: 48—51. 
14 Pp. 56-57 and 60. 
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Marking with factor (2) is done when 

1. there is a verification” indicating ambiguity in the essential graph (в)! 
of the instance, or when 

2. there is no verification and the essential graph(s) of the instance is 
(are) adjacent to 

(а) а lacuna (тб) [8}о[олєотуріох), 

(b) the end of the line at the edge of the stone, and further when 


3. the document, in which the instance is found, is lost and the edition 
is not based on a squeeze or & photograph. 


Factor (3) 

Editorial causes 

Such causes produce uncertainty as to whether the graph(s) of the in- 
stanoe as printed in the edition is (are) actually found on the original. 


Marking with factor (3) is done when no verification indicating the 
graphic character of the instance is provided by the editor. 


Factor (4) 
Void. 


Factor (5) 
Non-Greek interference causea 


Such causes may produce orthographic variation especially in graphic 
words containing one or more non-Greek morphemes. 


Marking with factor (5) is done when the instance is found іп a non- 
Greek morpheme. 


15 Cf. below, p. 19. 

16 A graph is essential if it alone constitutes the instance, e.g. (О) for <M), or if it 
forms the part of the instance that makes it such, e.g. «Гу in CHI) for <H>. 

17 Instances lacking a verification in the edition were examined on the original by 
the author as far as that was possible. 


2 — 782423 Teodorsson 
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Factor (6) 


Morphological causes 
Such causes produce morphemic ambiguity, so that it cannot be exactly 
decided what morpheme the writer intended to write. The causes may be 


1. deficient morphological knowledge in the writer, so that he oon- 
taminates two (ог more) morphemes,!^ or 
2. our insufficient knowledge of what morpheme the writer intended, or 


3. defective writing or damages to the text. 


Marking with factor (6) is done when 

1. augment forms are used incorrectly (фстіссеу), or 

2. there is doubt about what morpheme the writer intended to write 
(ПіӘоуос (for IIe(9:ovog ог По9оуос)), or 


3. damages to the text make the reading morphologically uncertain 
(АЈ уе (“Алтуеос may have been intended)). 


Factor (7) 

Syntactic|contextual causes 

Such causes may produce orthographio variation in а graphic word 
through influence from an adjacent graphio word. The influence may 
be due to either or both 


l. the writer's misinterpreting the syntactio relations of the clause and 


2. psycholinguistic processes of graphic’® assimilation with graphic 
elements of ап adjacent word. 


Marking with factor (7) is done when an instance of orthographic varia- 
tion may be supposed to have arisen through 


1. syntactic misinterpreting or confusion of structures (Emot/oa(v»To), 
or 


18 In the Ptolemaic study (Teodorsson 1977: 53) deficient morphological know- 
ledge in the scribe was assumed ав an extensive cause of morphemic ambiguity to 
be marked. The reason was mainly the possibility that the scribe was & non-Greek, 
which does not need to be considered for marking in the Attio material. 

19 Сі. Teodorsson 1977: 54, n. 176. | 
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2. graphic assimilation with graphs of an adjacent word resulting in 
identity of the graph(s) of the instance with graphs in that word (éme- 
Anrais тойс (for тӯс)). 


Context-Sensitive Factors of Orthographic Variation 


The following types of context-sensitive phonetio causes of ortho- 
graphie variation are marked: assimilation, dissimilation, and meta- 
thesis. The markers, (Ass), (Diss), (Met), indicate (a) the possibility that 
the causes they refer to are the sources of origin of the instance, (b) the 
limitation of the phonetic change in question. The processes are defined 
ав taking place within the word.” 


Marking with (Ass), (Diss), and (Met) is done according to the rules 
formulated in Teodorsson 1977: 55-66. 


The Corpus 


The corpus is constituted by all available extant primary graphic docu- 
ments in Attic (Koine) produced in Attica between ca. 200 в.с. and the 
time of the birth of Christ. 

The corpus comprises a total of ca. 990 pages (normal book size). 


Only extant instances are accepted, i.e. the graph(s) must in principle 
be legible on the original or on copies made by modern scholars. Restored 
graphs are accepted only as the unessential part of an instance con. 
stituted of more than one grapheme, for example, бул ас. 

To make an exact dating of instances possible, the documents of the 
corpus must be primary. Copies are accepted as primary with their own 
date if that is в.о. Documents not explicitly dated в.о. were excluded. 

The documents must be written in Attic (Koine). Documents showing 
non-Attio, mainly Doric, general characteristics are excluded. | 

The documents must have been written in Attica. By Attica is meant 
the entire peninsula including Eleusis and Salamis, but no other islands 
and not Oropos. 


39 Cf. Teodorsson 1977: 55, n. 179. 
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Operational Principles 


LIMITATIONS TO THE COLLECTION OF DATA 


To be included in the data, the orthographic variants must not have a 
relative frequency higher than ca. 25 %. If there exist two or more in- 
frequent variants, these together must not have a relative frequency 
higher than 25 96.1 Non-orthographic writings™ fall outside and thus 
аге not counted in the absolute frequency. 

What variants should be classed as infrequent was decided on the 
basis of the information of Meisterhans (1900), Lademann (1915), and 
Henry (1964 and 1967).33 For morphemes represented by so few oc- 
currences in the corpus that the statistical way of establishing the 
orthographic norm does not work, acceptance is based on their etymo- 
logy, which must be absolutely certain, and their orthography as at- 
tested elsewhere. 


Some orthographic variants that, according to the above principles, 
ought to be in the data have been totally or partially excluded for one 
or more of the following reasons: 


(a) they have been xd well described and accounted for in 
earlier studies,*4 


(b) they are too frequent in certain positions or morphemes. 


31 This is in accordance with Teodorsson 1977: 57. In Teodorsson 1974 (p. 69) the 
general limit was set at 10 %, with allowance for exceptional cases up to 25 %. 
However, as the exact relative frequency of the various orthographic variante 
cannot be esteblished by the method used, it seems reasonable to state the wider 
limit аз а general one. 

Vars. 19 and 77 form an exception. For practical reasons they were included, 
although their frequency probably surpasses 25 %. 

33 Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 50, and 1977: 49, n. 161. 

33 Unsettled orthography caused the exclusion of the following cases, among others, 
Ea- „Әм, TAE- TAE, -KAEA n en, тоор еәтго-, Asuxovot- ~ Asuxovo-, Mouwy-~ 
Моих, Прадо ~ Қысу, ВЗА ~ ВОВА-, Hpt- ~ Hoo8-, Muppw-~Mupw-, Dpexppr- ~ 
Фрехру-, fem. perf. part. аж-г»-- (Yeyoveix), СНІ) ~ (EI) in the dative of the lst 
declension, in the subjunctive, in the augment, and in tribal names, (AIT) ^ (AI) in 
endings with original (АП). 

The almost invariable substitution of <O) and (OI) for (0) and <ОТ) respec- 
tively in the eighteenth century copy underlying IG П? 2316 was not accepted as 
orthographie variation. 

** Cf. Meisterhans 1900, Lademann 1915, and Henry 1964 and 1967. 
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1. The following variants were excluded in their entirely: (Л) for (P5, 
<Р) for <A), СМ) for (М), and «Чу for (М). 

2. The following variants were excluded when occurring in the positions 
ог morphemes indicated: (I) for <K> /_/C®/, and (YT) for СТ) in 065.8 


9. Finally, the cases listed under 6 in Teodorsson 1977: 59 are exoluded 
from the data. 


VERIFICATION 


For each instance the source of verification is indicated in the far right- 
hand column. The abbreviations refer to the following sources of verifica- 
tion: 


Inscr. exam. Inscription examined in the original, on which the in- 
stance was verified. 

Ph. Inscription published with a photograph, on which the 
instance is legible. 

FS Inscription published with а facsimile, on which the in- 
stance is verified. 

Comm. Inscription published with a commentary or note clearly 
indicating the graphio character of the instance. 

CL Inscription published with a transcription in capital 
letters roughly indicating the graphic character of the 
instance. 


If the instance is not verified by any of the sources mentioned, i.e., if it 
was published in minuscules only without a note and if it was not 
examined on the original it was marked with factor (3).27 


35 Meisterhans 1900: 84. 
зе The orthographic norm ів $65. 
а? Above, р. 16. 


точосоо»оюны 
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Norm: «ЕГУ corresponding to tentative /e:/. 


Var.: <I>. 


. ёти 

. Körpı[os 

. “Нраоц[тос(?)] 
. Жтїрє[0с] 


Врафїх 
“Ерші 


. kroidduntan 


lxóvoc 


. 'Augt[v]iou 


. істо. 

. Atpadtedrtov 

. X£ytpotovnu£vot 
. пёртіу 

. rt9apyobvrec 

. T«8[o& Jotoz 

. Х|оХМ тус 

. “Нрахд 800 

. С 


. П(9оуос̧ 
. Їхбуос 


. Дірадьсугті с) 
. Tiodvdpou 


. {хадас 

. Повібіттоо 
. Пос искос 
. loırnrapıa 
. inbh 

. trıdixvöuevov 
. Өквот{#оу) 

. Scarlets 
. alrt 
. буи 

. бфідетосам 
. Бахоребщм 

. pévev 

. legt brag 


Orthographic data 
(3) (Ass) Epigr. Gr. 95,5 3rd c. (?) 
(2) IG II? 6539,3 3rd/2nd c. 
S EG 14,196,1 3rd/2nd c. 
(2) (Ass) IG II: 2442,3 After 200 
(2) IG II? 3147,5 Early 2nd c. 
(6) IG II? 2332,124 183/2 
IG II? 1329,9 175/4 
IG II? 1329,27 175/4 
(6) (Ass) IG II! 1224 Ca. 166 
(a/b) 11 
(Ass) Hesp. 3,21,19,6 166/5 
IG 11: 4457,12 After 150 
(2) (3) SEG 21,584,9 144/3 (1) 
SEG 21,469,27 129/8 
IG ТІ» 1006,17 122/1 
IG П 1008 I 103 119/8 
IG 11: 1009 II 67 116/5 
IG II! 6050,2 2nd c. 
IG II! 2336,114 102/96 (SEG 
24,195) 
(2) (6) SEG 15,146,2 2nd/lst c. 
S EG 25,129,10 Early 186 c. 
IG 11: 4991,14 91/0 
Hesp. Suppl. Soon before 60 
1,166,98,17 
IG II: 1046,4 52/1 
(Ass) IG ҮГ" 2461,53 Ca. 50 
(Ass) IG 11: 2461,67 Са. 50 
(Ass) IG II’ 1043,8 38/7 
IG ҮГ" 1043,16 38/7 
(Ass) IG II? 1043,67 38/7 
IG II: 1343,6 Ca. 37/6 
IG II? 1343,15 Са. 37/6 
IG 11° 1343,35 Ca. 37/6 
IG ТЇ? 1343,40 Ca. 37/6 


SEG 23,77,5 
SEG 23,77,7 
SEG 23,77,16 
SEG 23,77,18 


6. Could also be = “Ериёос, marked (6). 
9. May also have been substituted for "Ацоміоо; marked (6). 
19. May also have been written for Y; hence (6). 


37 or soon after 
37 or soon after 
37 or soon after 
37 or soon after 


Inscr. exam. 


. leplas 

. Zripteüg 

. Хтіри[04] 
. Хучр} 
. Ури 

. УЎтарієос̧ 

. Әтір 

. “НреФхолто6 
. Дірад:оттс 
. Eöylrovog 
. Мтоорүбс̧ 

. Attoupyös 

. xtp[évJors 


. Про 
. Tb 
. *Üx[o]uc 


. Ttoto[v 

. ХоХМ 8 ус 

. Aypadınrng 
. Тоуто| 

. @ ото 

. lxóvo[c] 


39-40. = efAovro. 


2. 


CQ QU в = 


(Ass) 
(Ass) 

(2) (Ass) 
(Ass) 
(Ass) 
(Ass) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 


(2) (6) (Ass) 


(2) (3) 
(Ass) 


SEG 23,77,18 
SEG 23,77,20 
SEG 17,46,4 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,5 
IG ҮГ! 4126,12 
IG ТП» 1963,37 
IG II? 1963,38 
IG II? 1963,39 
IG II* 1963,40 
IG II* 1963,41 
IG II? 1963,43 
IG ТІ? 1722,5 
IG II? 1722,12 
IG II! 1722,13 
IG 112 1722,21 
IG II! 1723,9 
Hesp. 44,207 
A/C 10 
Hesp 44,207 
А/С 15 
Hesp. 44,207 
A/C 48 
Hesp. 44,207 
A/C 56 
IG II? 2648,3 
SEG 3,202,3 
IG II! 5967,4 
SEG 21,496,2 
SEG 21,497,12 
SEG 21,497,21 


Norm: <I> corresponding to tentative [i:[. 


Var.: ЕІ). 


. "Амкорвіттє 

. Веркувих(буу 

. Bepeverxl8yyv 

. yelveodar 

- PLOTELLOUVTAL 
. «Т»вциао(9сос 


. Е Чат 615 


. халахехХирфуоу 


IG П 7921,2 
IG 113 913,34 
IG ТП: 915,24 
IG ТІ: 1328,5 
IG II! 1328,34 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,148,84,114 
IG II! 1009 
II 105 
SEG 21,536,10 


37 or soon after 
37 or вооп after 
21/0 

Ca. 20 


After 14 
13/2 

13/2 

13/2 

13/2 

13/2 

13/2 
After 9/8 
After 9/8 
After 9/8 
After 9/8 
After 9/8 
Ca. 10/02 


Ca. 10/02 
Са. 10/02 
Са. 10/02 


4th/1st c. 
lst c. 

Late 1st c. 
Late 18% c. 
Late 1st c. 
Late 1st c. 


3rd/2nd c. 
Ca. 200 
Са. 200 
Са. 183/2 
Са. 175/4 
155/4 


116/5 


111/0 


21 


CL 
Inscr. exam. 


Ph. 


Ph. 


Ph. 


46. 


47. 
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. ПроВале стос 


» Афро]8 соо 
. Вовторвтус 

. Еіссубута 

. КоХхтєїис 

. М«десіх 

. Meuinola 

. TetoxXfouc 

. Kypeisosapou 
. Elovyéivns 

. Ефють 209 

. Elovopa 

. Elotyévou 

. Фбвбуад 

. Ейсібороу 

. Мадууої« 

. Ею 


. Kooetou[ic] 
» Тароу[т]јеїуос 
. Хввс оо 

. тецібуутес 

. tet. cx 

. Yelv[n1o« 

. КуреіоЧ єс) 


. Tetuaré[v]nc 
. Zaßelvou 

. Knowpelvov 
. Acóret [oc 

. Yewou£[vata 


- Еїхарий 

. фФЭоте оос 

. Neixdvopa 

+ тещшбва 

. "EnxaopóBetcro[c 
. “Афроёвслос 


. БоХарвїмос 


. Бадараїмос 


é)peceltevcay 


['Aop]o8elcto 


(5) 


(3) 
(5) 


(5) 
(5) 


(5) 


(2) (3) 


(5) 
(5) 


(7) 


(2) 
(2) 


(2) (3) 


IG II: 1011 

V 104 
IG П 6726,2 
IG II: 8424,2 
IG II! 10371,1 
IG П» 11758,1 
SEG 2,38,2 
Hesp. 16,172,68,2 
Hesp. 16,172,68,3 
IG П* 6936,2 
IG п» 8690,1 
IG II: 10284,5 
IG П* 11740,1 
SEG 3,216,5 
SEG 3,216,10 
SEG 25,281,2 
SEG 25,281,3 
AJP 28,432,5,1 


SEG 25,190,1 
Hesp. 17,30,14,3 
Hesp. 17,30,14,3 
IG II® 1050,8 
IG її? 1050,17 
IG II! 1062,10 
IG II: 1965,9 


IG II 2461,136 
IG т 4111,4 
IG II: 4113,2 
SEG 24,180,17 
IG И? 1042 

(a/b) 20 
IG П 1042 (с) 2 
IG IÑ 1042 (d) 3 
IG II: 1049,3 
IG II: 1043,15 


IG ҮГ" 1043 I 108 


IG II* 1043 
II 114 

IG II* 1043 
III 111 

IG ID 1043 
III 113 

IG II: 1051 
(с) 17 

IG II: 1961,55 


106/5 


2nd c. 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 
Ca. 100 
Ca. 100 
204/188 c. 
204/188 с. 
204/186 c. 
2nd/lst с. 
2nd/lst c. 
2nd/Ist c. 
2nd/lst с. 
20/18 c. 
Late 2nd/early 
Ist c. 
After 85 
64/3 (1) 
64/3 (1) 
Ca. 50 
Ca. 50 
Ca. 50 
Ca. 50 (SEG 
17,53) 
Ca. 50 
Ca. 45 
42/0 
Ca. 50/40 
Са. 41/0 


Ca. 41/0 
Ca. 41/0 
Ca. 40/39 
38/7 

38/7 

38/7 


38/7 
38/7 
After 38/7 


After 37/6 (SEG 
22,113) 


11. 


78. 


. ГАфрїюдёв сос 


(2) (3) 


. Х«Әлубу 
. буАетас 


. [К ров] 


. Еісідо рю» 

. Күфвіси (2) 
. Arorelpou 

. “Етіуекхос 


. "Етіміхоо 
. АвьрОюу 

. Фес 

. Nelxov 

. "EAnlvetxoc 
. Мвіхоуос 

. Kewétov 

. буАвїсас 


. Тєцидрхоэ 

. Күфвісис 

. "Афродвітос 

. Вереувіх бус) 

. Тєв 

. Өрвийслос 

. Өрвийслтос 

. Tei 69506 

. ӛт мітас 

. Кури < (2) 
. veuchoas 

. була хос (2) 


. теційс 


бтАвітас 


Neuxlas 


79. Куфєси[тс] 


IG II* 1961,65 


IG II! 4114,6 
IG II: 1059,11 


Hesp. 
15,217,45,7 
AJP 31,382,15,2 
SEG 21,639,12 
IG ТІ: 4465,1 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,178,110,47 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,178,110,53 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,23 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,29 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,35 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,110,36 
Незр. Suppl. 
1,186,116,56 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,64 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,78 
IG II? 2338,13 
IG II! 2338,16 
IG 113 2338,30 
IG II! 2338,34 
IG II* 2338,39 
IG II! 2338,56 
IG II! 2338,57 
IG II! 2338,61 
SEG 17,71,3 
IG II! 1722,9 
IG II! 2997,2 
Hesp. 44,207 
AJC 2 
Hesp. 44,207 
А/С7 
Hesp. 44,207 
А/С 12 


After 37/6 (SEG 
22,113) 

34/3 

Ca. 40/30 (Hesp. 
Suppl. 
1,173,105) 

Ca. 30 


Hellenistic 
Hellenistic(?) 
Ca. 26/5 

. 29/1 


. 29/1 


. 20 


. 20 


Ca 
Са 
Са 
Са. 20 
Са 
Са. 20 
Са 


. 20 
Ca. 20 


Са. 20 


27]17 
27/17 
27/17 
27/17 
27/17 
27/17 
27/17 
27/17 
Са. 15 
After 9/8 
Soon after 8/7 
Ca. 10/02 


Ca. 10/02 


Ca. 10/02 


Hesp. 13,261,14,1 lst с. 
Hesp. 37,287,25,2 lest c. 


23 


CL 
Inscr. exam. 


80. 
81. 
82. 
83. 
84. 
85. 
86. 
87. 
88. 
89. 
90. 
91. 
92. 
93. 
94. 
95. 
96. 
97. 
98. 
99. 
100. 


101. 
102. 
103. 
104. 
105. 
106. 
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Neixoundlng] 
’Appodelrns 


Г.Ар|тереко а) 


*ArcEavdpettic 
"Ацфітомеїти 
Newala 
ЧєротсоХеїтлс 
[M]eU mota 
Meunola 
Neuaolovog 
Meunoıog 
Eloldoros 
ЕГПоідерос 
ГФеротеіцоь 
те, ито 
[отек 
тєЦибвө 
6rA€lrac 
6т0єтєс 

Вер | увьх(бо9 
<Аф>родес:ос 


Есис 
Кэүрексб8отос 
MeuU3oía 
Еіс:дора 
Larapelvrog 
Yelvov[Ta«] 


(5) 
(2) (5) 


(2) 


(2) 


(3) 
(2) 


(5) 


IG II? 4711,1 
IG II! 4994,2 
IG II? 6870,1 
IG II? 8002,3 
IG ІІ? 8083,3 
IG II? 8249,1 
IG II? 8933,3 
IG П 9480,3 
ІС ТІ: 9538,3 
IG II! 9680,2 
IG II! 9680,3 
IG IT? 10124,5 
ІС II® 11741,1 
SEG 14,180,2 
SEG 21,494,32 
SEG 21,494,41 
SEG 21,495,3 
IG II! 3500,4 
IG II? 3504,7 
IG II? 3513,1 
IG П 4879,2 


IG ІІ? 5540,1 
IG IT? 7094,4 
ІС ІІ? 9701,3 
ІС ТІЗ 10128,1 
IG II? 10175,3 
SEG 21,497,24 


92. There is one empty space after E. 


Q m oe 9 tm 


1 
2. 
3. 


Norm: <I> corresponding to tentative fij. 


Var.: «El». 


. ох ху 


. Xapelt[ov 
. Лахратв( тс 


Кадоьєісіам 
Кодоьсісіоь 


. Aapel3rov 


(5) 
(5) 


IG II* 886,7 


IG 11* 987,3 

IG 1I* 4701,5 
IG II® 4111,3 
IG ІІ? 4111,4 
IG ТІЗ 11943 


Norm: «ТЕГ) corresponding to tentative /ie:/. 


Var.: «EI». 


. “Түвіх 


"Yyela[c] 
“Гуа 


(2) 


IG II! 4457,6 
ІС II? 4465,6 
IG II* 3174,2 


18% c. 
lst c. 
Ist c. 
18% c. 
18% c. 
18% c. 
lst c. 
18% с. 
Ist с. 
lst c. 
Ist c. 
lst с. 
Ist c. 
lst с. 
Ist c. 
185 с. 
Ist c. 
Late 18% с. 
Late 1st c. 
Late 1st c. 


Late 1st c. (SEG 


23,129) 
Late Ist c. 
Late Ist c. 
Late 18% c. 
Late 1st c. 
Late 1st c. 
Late 18% c. 


193/2 (SEG 
16,78) 

After 150 

Early Ist c. 

Ca. 45 

Ca. 45 

lst c. 


After 150 
Ca. 20/6 
12/1 


Inscr. exam. 


Inscr. exam. 
Inscr. exam. 


CL 


Comm. 

CL 

Ph. 

Ph. 

Inscr. exam. 


CL 
CL 
Inscr. exam. 
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6. Norm: (EI) corresponding to tentative (е:/. 
Var.: ТЕП). 


1. єє IG II: 956,24 161/0 Comm. 


6. Norm: СТ» corresponding to tentative /i:/. 
Var.: ЕПТ). 


1. 'Agpo8etttotou (2) IG II! 8131,2 2nd c. Inscr. exam. 


1. The epsilon seems to have been added between A and I. The following two vertical strokes 
were perhaps also intended to be a correction. 


7. Norm: СЕ). 
Var.: <I>. 
1. "Ерохієйс (Азз) IG II? 1009 194 116/5 CL 
2. Ddas (2) IG ҮГ! 1013,21 Late 2nd c. CL 
3. хаЭцстаиёуос (2) (6) IG II? 1013,47 Late 2nd c. CL 
8. Norm: <I>. 
Var.: «ЕУ. 
1. ТєрохХЁ(оос IG П* 2458,2 2nd/1st c. Comm. 


9. Norm: СЕТ» corresponding to tentative [е:]. 


Var.: <E>. 

1. ісовас (Ass) IG II! 1328,33 Ca. 175/4 CL 

2. тротбуес SEG 12,101,16 135/4 Ph. 

3. & (2) IG II! 1228,4 116/5 CL 

4. Zuvnden IG II! 9027,1 2nd c. Inscr. exam. 
5. Eùðdpea IG II! 10034,1 2nd c. CL 

6. Пероё (2) IG II: 1013,40 Late 2nd c. CL 

7. «вує ма (2) (Ass) ІС 113 1013,56 Late 2nd с. CL 

8. Eóytvex (Ass) IG II: 10501,1 2nd/1st c. CL 

9. lépex (Ass) IG II? 11392,2 2nd/1st c. CL 
10. &c) ст v? (2) IG II? 1042 (d) 15 Ca. 41/0 CL | 
11. ’Axaönpex | IG II 8558,1 18% c. Іпвег. exam. 


12. T'O»vxéa (3) (6) IG 11! 8608,1 Ist c. — 


12. May be ГХохёро. 


26 


10. Norm: (E». 
Var.: «ЕІ). 
1, “Нрахлєіотус (2) IG II? 4280 Late 3rd/early 
2nd c. 
2. "ТероӘ ох (8) IG II! 4931,2 Early 2nd c. 
3. 'Hpeoxoetótt; IG ЇГ" 8802,1 Early 2nd c. 
4. ерек S EG 18,22,26 165/4 
5. ravtots IG II! 999,3 Са. 150 
6. 'HgoexA€tóTtc IG II! 8808,2 2nd c. 
7. фіхатбу (2) IG II! 476,33 Late 2nd c. 
(IG II® 1013) 
8. étaróv Hesp. Suppl. Soon before 60 
1,166,98,21 
9. "Ерегу9е1806 (Ass) IG IT? 1048,2 47/2 
10. A«o8txétoq (2) IG II! 8587,5 lst c. 
11. "Нрахлеїйтіс SEG 21,952,3 Ist c. 
11. Norm: <H). 
Var.: ФЕ). 
1. АютлгіӘеу IG II! 2946,2 3rd/2nd с. 
2. "Arwrexédev (Ass) SEG 21,463,9 Ca. 150 
3. Nixopedyic¢ IG П* 10015,2 2nd c. 
4. Медєої« SEG 2,38,2 2nd c. 
5. ue[x)év (2) (Ass) IG II? 1013,11 Late 2nd c. 
6. réytoq (2) (Ass) IG II! 1013,36 Late 2nd c. 
7. Әв«төм(еіу) (2) 10:11: 1013,54 Late 2nd c. 
8. ёрёВос (2) (Ass) IG Пе 1042 (d) 13 Св. 41/0 
12. Norm: <E). 
Var.: <H>. 
1. Өп<о>8орі8[%қ] IG II: 444 П 76 161/0 (IG II* 956) 
2. ‘Ехо тм (Ass) SEG 15,104,185 127/6 
3. IIofjuov IG II! 6613,1 2nd c. 
4. Iloanudxov IG II! 6613,2 2nd c. 
5. фуёдлүхтүу (Ass) IG II? 49268 2nd c. 
6. “НрахХүүоттоас IG II? 8595,3 2nd c. 
7. б tH lepopdv<m)s (2) IG IT? 1013,48 Late 2nd c. 
8. oro (2) IG II! 1013,58 Late 2nd c. 
9. Теџохлфоҳ Незр. 16,172,68,3 Са. 100 


8. = foto. 


10. "Нрадтоттє 
ll. паратоуудмуоуттє 


12. ”А9роуйос 
13. Муахойо» 
14. Anrgts 


іч 
© 


Var.: «Н). 


$ 
я 
3. 
Я 


орлор ею 
x 
% 
ей 
j 
< 


10. Ша 8 йа 
11. feyacu£vov 
12. Al]vfjou 
13. Аіуйоо 
14. роут Мом 
16. тротауЙоу 
16. 'Apfjou 
17. npeoßhav 
18. прота має 
19. фосВуух 
20. inırnönov 
21. Зтїхасу 
22. рүү 


23. 'Apfjou 
24. "Аойо» 
25. 'Apfjou 
26. 'Apfjou 
27. "Арйоо 


28. [II]o89afj« 
29. [АВ] ха 


30. ГКо|тр оо 
31. Dubna 
32. “Арйоу 
33. 'Apfjou 
34. 'H2fjo, 


(2) 
(6) 


(2) 
(6) 


(3) 
(2) 
(6) 


(2) 


(Ass) 
(6) 


(2) 
(Ass) 


IG 11° 8690,2 


IG ПІЗ 1042 (с) 8 


IG II! 5354,3 
IG Пе 1964,4 
IG ПІЗ 11052 


. Norm: «ЕТ; corresponding to tentative (е:/. 


IG ПІЗ 1329,8 
IG ПІЗ 1329,16 
IG ПІЗ 1329,26 
IG 1° 1228,14 
IG II? 1011,20 
IG II? 10371,1 
IG ТІЗ 8361a,4 
SEG 24,147,11 
IG II? 1055,20 
Ath. Mitt. 1,391 
IG П 1036,12 
IG II? 2461,54 
IG П? 2461,55 
IG II? 1935,6 


Hesp. 12,56,14,22 


IG ТІЗ 4113,1 


IG П* 1051 (с) 21 


SEG 24,141,3 
SEG 23,77,6 
SEG 23,77,16 
IG Пе: 1343,26 
Arch. Eph. 
1896,48,45,1 
IG 113 3173,5 
IG IT? 1718,9 
IG II? 1718,14 
IG II 1721,14 
IG II? 4128,2 
Hesp. 
15,222,61,20 
Hesp. 
15,222,01,28 
IG ТІ: 6537/8,3 
IG II* 8988,1 
IG II! 3500,2 
IG II? 3501,2 
IG II? 8529,2 


214/186 с. 
Са. 41/0 
18% с. 

Late 18% с. 
Late 1st c. 


175/4 

176/4 

175/4 

116/5 

106/5 

2nd c. 

2nd c. 

Late 2nd c. 
Са. 100 
2nd/Ist c. 

Ca. 78/7 

Ca. 50 

Ce. 50 

After 50 

Ca. 50/40 
42/0 

After 38/7 
After 38/7 

37 or soon after 
37 or soon after 
Са. 37/6 
Hellenistic (2) 


After 27/6 
37/17 
37/17 
14/3 

Ce. 9 

186 c. 


1st c. 


lat c. 
lst c. 
Late 1st c. 
Late 1st c. 
Late lst с. 


Inscr. exam. 


14. 


16. 


C № оз к = 


1. AKOINHN ed. 


өл» оо м 
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Norm: «НУ. 
Var.: «EI». 


. фпшелетабу 
. ёл ЛХорвївол 


. Norm: СН». 


Yar.: <I>. 


. AtooxovplBt; 
. ЇК с 
. фас 


“Нрохдедутлс 


. ‘Hpaxdrearti[s] 
. “Нро«хХғ<ооути 


Norm: (ly. 
Var.: «Ну. 


‚ Муту 
. ботортрей 
. IlgoonéA(x»noc 
. “Hpaxrsarne 
. брүцхотйс 


(Ass) 
(2) 


(Ass) 
(2) 
(2) 


(2) 
(2) (Ass) 


(2) 


2. = &uropuch. ЕГПОРЕКН ed. 


IG 11° 1338,30 
IG ID 478 (d) 14 


IG II® 11196,1 


SEG 17,99 


IG ТІ? 1013,26 


IG ІІ? 8553,3 
IG IT? 4466,1 
IG II! 8703,2 


IG II* 963,6 


IG Пе 1013,29 


IG II? 7316,3 


IG II? 8548a,3 


IG 11° 3508,2 


17. Norm: «ЕТ; corresponding to tentatwe /e:/. 


18. 


19. 


Var.: (1H). 


. Onorfolts 
. "Avrovufjot; 


Norm: «Т». 
Var.: ЕН). 


. Полоуе ес 


Norm: (HI»/XEI) corresponding to tentative [єзї]. 


Var.: «Н>. 


1. 8ох9) 


(2) 


IG ҮГ! 1043,22 
IG II* 1043,22 


SEG 3,243,2 


IG II* 907,13 


After 86 
Ca. 41/0 (IG 
II* 1042) 


2nd c. 

2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 
204/185 c. 
lst c. 

186 c. 


Ca. 140 
Late 2nd c. 
2nd/1st c. 
2nd/Ist с. 
Late lst c. 


38/7 
38/7 


1st c. 


Before 200 (1) 


(SEG 24,138) 


CL 
CL 


Inscr. exam. 
Comm. 

CL 

Inscr. exam. 
Inscr. exam. 
Inscr. exam. 


CL 

CL 

Comm. 
Inscr. exam. 
CL 


Inscr. exam. 
Inscr. exam. 


CL 


Фолчоолоою 


f 


тй 
591 


. é[x]oAauBávn 
. отрут 
. ГЕмбєхётэ 


. хошуу 


. Órápyn 


. й 
. пёртт]у 


істацбусь 


. пёртту 
. тєтбрту 


. ЄЇ  хоотб 

. бүа9# 

. тохт 

. й (2) (3) 

. Й 

. warn 

. TH Артём 8 

. тій ’Ауротёри 

. Nom 

. ёттуё тасу 

- tfj 

. éxyvéidy 

. ХОХ|)х 

. Bou 

. бох9) 

. бєхётү) 

- й 

. буёлл) 

MO EU 
f 


. й 
. Órágyn 

. PlovuPpfj 

. Ут 

. Й (2) 
. 686% (2) 
. буббт тўс (2) 
. TH (2) 


(6) (7) 


IG 113 1329,20 
IG II: 1329,26 
IG II? 1330,49 
IG II? 1330,55 
IG II: 983,8 
IG 11» 973,5 
IG II: 971,18 
IG II: 1331 
(p. 673) 7 

SEG 15,104,1 
SEG 15,104,2 


SEG 15,104,3 
SEG 15,104,79 
SEG 15,104,79 
SEG 15,104,92 
SEG 15,104,92 
IG YI* 1005,2 
IG II: 1006,2 
IG II: 1006,4 
IG 11» 1006,8 
IG П* 1006,8 
IG II: 1006,14 
IG II? 1006,31 
IG 113 1006,58 
IG тї? 1006,67 
IG II: 1006,86/7 
IG 113 1006,90 
IG II: 1006,96 
IG II: 1008,2 
IG YI* 1008,49 
IG II: 1008,50 
IG II: 1008,50 
IG II: 1008,64 
IG 11* 1008,77 
IG 11 1008,78 
IG II 1008,80 
Peek 2,3,3 

IG Пл 1012,3 
IG II: 1012,5 
IG II: 1012,5 
IG II? 1012,25 
IG II: 1014,2 
IG Пл 1014,4 
IG II: 1011,2 
IG II: 1011,2 
IG II: 1011,2 
IG ID 1011,3 


175/4 
175/4 
After 163 
After 163 
Ca. 150 
After 150 
140/39 
Ca. 130 


127/6 
127/6 


127/6 
127/6 
127/6 
127/6 
127/6 
122/1 
122/1 
122/1 
122/1 
122/1 
122/1 
122/1 
122/1 
122/1 
122/1 
122/1 
122/1 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
112/1 
112/1 
112/1 
112/1 
109/8 
109/8 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 


48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
51. 
58. 
. Воохй 
. TON 
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бєхёлэ) тўс 
тй "Артёи 48), 
тй "Агүротёр си) 
ah 

ті 

Bovay 

yas% 

Tx" 

тії 

Bova 

ті) 


‚Km 
. пёртту 


. Povay 


й 
. &vdexatn 
. ббєхёлэ) тїс 
. тії 
. éva91i 


(2) 


IG II! 1011,3 

IG II" 1011,7 

IG II* 1011,7 

IG II? 1011,8 

IG II? 1011,22 
IG II? 1011,22 
IG П 1011,23 
IG П 1011,23 
IG II* 1011,23 
IG II? 1011,23 
IG Үз 1011,24 
IG II? 1011,24 
IG 11° 1011,31 
IG ТІ? 1011,31 
IG II! 1011,32 
IG II! 1011,32 
IG II! 1011,32 
IG ТІЗ 1011,45 
IG II! 1011,45 
IG II® 1011,45 
IG ҮГ 1011,45 
IG II? 1011,45 
IG II* 1011,46 
IG II! 1011,55 
IG II? 1011,56 
IG ПІ? 1011,56 
IG II* 1011,56 
IG II? 1011,56 
IG II? 1011,57 
IG II? 1011,57 
IG 11* 1011,63 
IG II? 1011,63 
IG II* 1011,64 
IG ПІЗ 1011,64 
IG П 1011,64 
IG II? 1011,67 
IG ПІЗ 1011,67 
IG ҮГ" 1011,67 
IG II* 1011,72 
ІС 11 1011,73 
IG II? 1011,73 
IG II* 1011,73 
IG II? 1011,73 
IG ПЗ 1011,74 
IG II 1011,74 
IG TI? 1011,76 
IG II’ 1011,76 
IG II* 1011,76 
IG ТІЗ 1011,76 


106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 


97 
98 
99 


100. 
101. 
102. 
103. 
104. 
105. 
100. 
107. 
108. 
109. 
110. 
111. 
112. 
113. 
114. 
115. 
116. 


. бохй 

. éya9]fj 
. БАӘ уу 
Su pévr 
Ч 

8oxf 
стт 
у 


й 
будл) 


117. f 


118. 
119. 
120. 
121. 
122. 
123. 
124. 
125. 
126. 
127. 
128. 
129. 
130. 
131. 


132. 
133. 
134. 
135. 
136. 
137. 
138. 
139. 
140. 
141. 
142. 
143. 
144. 


«Ч 
тохт 
тй 

тії 
ЕВ8бит 
Кор 
&үа9]% 
тоху 
тоху 
дуадії 
дуа9ї 


&ya 9f 

тії 
Еттахолбехдтү) 
TH те 

тў 

торт) 
dyad 
тохт 

тў 

Bova 
&vac}rpoph} 
Tfj 

ӛретб 


(2) 


3 - 782432 Teodorsson 


IG II? 1011,82 
SEG 18,27,21 


SEG 18,27,31/2 


IG II* 1013,37 
IG II? 1015,2 
IG II* 1023,26 
ІС II? 1054,30 
ІС II* 1054,30 
IG II? 1028,1 
IG II? 1028,2 
IG II: 1028,66 
ІС II! 1028,67 


ІС ТІ» 1028,103 


IG ҮГ" 1038,5 
IG 11° 1029,6 


Hesp. 17,29,13,4 


SEG 22,110,2 
ІС II? 2992,6 
IG II! 2993,4 
IG II! 1046,1 
IG II* 1046,3 
IG II? 1046,7 
IG II* 1046,7 
IG II? 1046,19 
IG II? 1046,19 
IG II* 1050,7 
Та II? 1341,11 
IG 113 1341,13 
ІС ІХ? 1341,14 
IG II? 3490,6 


IG II 1048,13/4 


IG II! 1048,14 


Hesp. 12,56,14,17 
Hesp. 12,56,14,17 


IG II 1042 
(a/b) 5 

IG II 1043,2 

IG II 1043,23 
10:11: 1043,23 
IG II? 1043,31 
IG 11* 1043,31 
IG 11» 1043,31 
IG 11 1043,36 
IG ПІЗ 1043,36 
IG їз 1043,36 
IG II* 1043,36 
IG Па 1043,58 
IG II: 1043,63 
IG п» 1043,63 


106/5 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 


Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 


Ca. 100 
Ca. 100 
100/99 
100/99 
100/99 
100/99 
100/99 


Early Ist c. 


94/3 
Са. 80 
79/8 
60/59 
55/4 
52/1 
52/1 
52/1 
52/1 
52/1 
52/1 

Са. 50 
Са. 50 
Са. 50 
Са. 50 
Са. 50 
47/2 
47/2 

Са. 50/40 
Са. 50/40 
Са. 41/0 


38/7 
38/7 
38/7 
38/7 
38/7 
38/7 
38/7 
38/7 
38/7 
38/7 
38/7 
38/7 
38/7 
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СІ, 
Ph. 
Ph. 
CL 
CL 


Comm. 


CL 
CL 


Inscr. 
Inscr. 
Inscr. 
Inscr. 
Inscr. 


CL 
CL 
Ph. 
Ph. 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 


Inscr. 


CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
Ph. 
Ph. 
CL 


CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 


exam. 
exam. 
exam. 
exam. 
exam. 


exam. 
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145. тії 

146. тоху 

147. дуаФїй 

148. 3, 

149. xoopnth (Ass) 
150. Мору) 

151. Mvp]ivn 

152. «fj 

153. тр4Ет) 

154. tH 

155. tH 

156. BouXfj 

157. 2s[Aeuxo]u£vm 
158. бетт) 

159. ті 

160. тохт 

161. $ 

162. +9 

163. BovXfj 

164. тоху 


165. дуадії 


* 


166. Воолӣ 


167. «fj 


168. &va9j 
169. тут 
170. Ao8óvn 
171. Кёбру, 
172. +9 

173. Кёру 
174. тої 19 
175. «fj 

176. Кёру 
177. Кору 
178. larplvn 
179. 'AgpoBltn 
180. +9 

181. Во 


20. Norm: <H>. 
Var.: «НІ». 


1. Воў:доо 
2. $ ВооХ, 


IG II! 1043,68 
IG ТІЗ 1043,69 
IG II 1043,69 
IG 11 1043,69 
IG II* 1043,70 
IG II? 1051 (а) 10 
SEG 24,141,7 
SEG 23,17,6 
SEG 23,77,8 
SEG 23,77,15 
SEG 23,77,17 
SEG 23,77,17 
SEG 23,17,17 
IG П* 1343,7 
IG ТІЗ 1343,10 
IG II! 1343,32 
IG II? 1343,34 
SEG 17,46,5 
SEG 17,46,5 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,13 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,13 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,13 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,14 
IG т? 2338,1 
IG II? 2338,1 
Hesp. 15,222,51,6 
IG ТІ: 3499,5 
IG II? 4707,2 
IG II? 4708 
SEG 21,494,41 
SEG 21,495,9 
IG II’ 3513,11 
IG II? 3513,15 
IG II* 4714,3 
IG II 4714,3 
S EG 21,497,156 
SEG 21,497,15 


IG п* 6078,2 
IG ТІЗ 1046,31 


38/7 

38/7 

38/7 

38/7 

38/7 

After 38/7 
After 38/7 

37 or soon after 
37 or soon after 
37 or soon after 
37 or soon after 
37 or soon after 
37 or soon after 
Ca. 37/6 

Ce. 37/6 

Ce. 37/6 

Ca. 37/6 

21/0 

21/0 

Ce. 20 


Са. 20 
Ca. 20 
Ca. 20 


27/17 
27/17 
lst c. 
]st c. 
18% с. 
1st c. 
18% c. 
lst c. 
Late 1st c. 
Late 1st c. 
Late 1st c. 
Late 1st c. 
Late 1st c. 
Late 1st c. 


2nd c. 
52/1 


Comm. 
CL 


3. 'A9fy[vat; IG II* 1063,13 
4. "Adhwa IG II* 1063,16 
5. "Кіт IG Il 9538,1 
6. “Ахт” SEG 19,251,1 
21. Norm: <HIy/<EIJ corresponding to tentative /e:i/. 


1 
2. 
3 


Var.: СЕ). 


‚WE (2) (Ass) IG II: 963,5 
і» TE ojude (2) (Ass) IG 113 1013,45 
. тё Ahunter (6) (7) IG II 1029,17 


3. Perhaps haplography for ti те. 


22. 


23. 


ons = 


. Врмйс| 


Norm: «НГУ/<ЕГ); corresponding to tentative Je:i). 
Var.: <I>. 


(2) (Ass) IG 1I* 10982 


Norm: «НІ)/СЕТ» corresponding to tentative |ел/. 
Var.: «ІН». 


.U Hesp. 16,164,64,1 


. Norm: «ЕГУ; corresponding to tentative (е:/. 


Уаг.: «НІ». 
. eno IG II! 957,5 
. Хотђіро (6) IG ЇГ! 2869,4 
. Ato f ІС II’ 1046,19 


2. Perhaps written for 7); marked (6). 


25. 


ее 


Norm: <AI> corresponding to tentative /a:i/. 
Var.: <A>. 

. Ci "АтоЭХома (2) IG II! 8147,5 
“Гука IG II® 4457,6 
“Үк (2) SEG 22,108,79 
$vcía IG п» 1006,79 
ёүорё IG I! 1008,73 


After 48/7 
After 48/7 
lst c. 
16% c. 


Са. 140 
Late 2nd c. 
94/3 


Before 31 (Mhs 
38, n. 210) 


161/0 


Ca. 158/7 
100/99 
52/1 


Early 2nd c. 
After 150 
127/6 

122/1 

119/8 


CL 
CL 


CL 


Ph. 


e QU s өзе 
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. trıönula 
. [сотир а 
. В|роХа 
. Ф248оу 


a Фра 

. Ораё 

. Өрёхєс̧ 

. "Аүротера 
. Ф)Хбус 


. бпиосб а 


<o>ppayidı 


. буора 

. Auxía (2) 
‘Тува 

. ‘Tyla 

. Ölyıela 


. соутурїа 


. Зү сіп 

. сотуріа 

. тдотціа 
. пр]отауєіа 
. едсе|РеЦа 


. Фдабте 

. ФОФ8 лс (2) 
. [Ф.]Л@8$ 

. ФГ0166%6 

. |ЛєвВ'євла 


. Орйтта (Ass) 
. Ор@тта (Ass) 
. Sadovyjoavta 

. Sadovyjoavta (2) 


Var.: CAI». 


. TELL 


éxxanotar 


. [&yo]Jpaı 


Кор са 


. Youvaolaıg 
. фОотоуоис 


IG II? 1008,77 
IG II? 1011,68 
Hesp. 40,96,1,2 
Arch. Eph. 
1971,129,25,2 
IG 11: 8902,2 
IG Пп? 8924,3 
SEG 19,125,4 
IG II? 1028,8 
IG II’ 2336,237 


IG II? 1037,7 


IG ТІЗ 1029,37 
IG II? 3218,20 
ІС II? 1046,26 
IG 11 1046,30 
IG II® 1042 
(a/b) 6 
IG II? 1042 
(a/b) 6 
IG II® 1043,11 
IG II? 1043,11 
IG II? 1343,35 
SEG 17,46,6 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,14 
IG II? 1963,23 
IG II? 1963,26 
IG II? 1963,29 
IG II? 1963,30 
Hesp. 
15,222,51,28 
IG II: 8903,3 
IG II? 8908a,2 
IG II* 3507,2 
IG II! 3508,4 


. № тт: <A) corresponding to tentative [в:]. 


IG II? 971,14 

S EG 15,104,106 
SEG 21,535,4 
IG II® 9067,3 
IG II® 1043,21 
IG II! 1043,44 


119/8 
106/5 
2nd c. 
Са. 100 


2nd/1st c. 
2nd/1st c. 
2nd/1st c. 
100/99 
102/96 (SEG 
24,195) 
Early 18% c. 


94/3 

Ca. 79 
52/1 
52/1 

Ca. 41/0 


Ca. 41/0 


38/7 
38/1 
Са. 37/6 
21/0 

Ca. 20 


13/2 
13/2 
13/2 
13/2 
18 c. 


1st c. 
18% с. 
Late 1st с. 
Late 1st c. 


140/39 
127/6 
112/1 
2nd/lst с. 
38/7 

38/7 


Inscr. exam. 
CL 


Comm. 


CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 


CL 


Inscr. exam. 
Inscr. exam. 
CL 
Ph. 
Ph. 


Ph. 
Ph. 
Ph. 
Ph. 
Ph. 


Comm. 
Inscr. exam. 
CL 

CL 


Comm. 

Ph. 

Ph. 

Comm. 
Inscr. exam. 
Inser. exam. 


ow t9 = 
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. Корустіса IG II? 8984,3 Ist c. Comm. 
‚Жоро IG II? 9248,1 Ist c. Inscr. exam. 


. Norm: «АТУ corresponding to tentative /ai/. 


Var.: <A). 

. Фтуабоїс Hesp.15,220,47 Са. 200 Ph. 

. Шефа с IG 11: 7191,3 3rd/2nd c. Inscr. exam. 
. Qaya£oq IG II? 7634,3 3rd/2nd c. CL 

. "Ауєїбос Hesp. Suppl. 186/5(?) Ph. 

1,109,53,12 

. шеріса | Гтбу Hesp. 9,122,25,15 165/50 Ph. 

. TOAAES SEG 21,409,5 129/8 Inscr. exam. 
. 'A£Co»ví£o (с) IG II: 5406,3 2nd c. Inscr. exam. 
. “АХвебс (Ass) IG II? 5489,3 2nd c. CL 

. Пера Hesp. 3,36,24,12 Late 2nd c. Ph. 

. &т[обутал (2) IG II* 1041,7 45/4(1) (SEG Inscr. exam. 

17,33) 
. XÒ тбу (2) IG 111 478 (4) 12 Са. 41/0 (IGII* CL 
1042) 

. x& тоїс (2) IG II? 1042 (c) 4 Ca. 41/0 CL 

. 9$ucías (2) IG II? 1042 (c) 12 Ca. 41/0 . -CL 

. “АХаг% (Ass) IG II? 2338,63 27/17 СТ, 

. Metatags IG п* 9333,3 lst c. Inser. exam. 
. ’Абоуё с : (2) (3) SEG 3,102,5 Prob. lst c. — 


. The graph following the alpha is certainly not ап ќоѓа or an upsilon; it is most like a 
gamma. 


. Norm: <A) corresponding to tentative [a]. 


Var.: «AT». 
. Eopdıvng SEG 15,104,168 127/6 Ph. 
. "Ехаїтаїос (Ass) IG II* 10512,1 2nd c. Comm. 
. “Нрок<х22ғ<ө)т16 IG II! 8703,2 lst с. Inscr. exam. 
. Norm: «Ну. 
Var.: САТ). 
. таїс (2) (7) IG II? 1168,10 3rd с.(?) CL 


. Norm: <AI> corresponding to tentative [ai]. 
Var.: «E». 


. xè ra[o]a[8G0tv (2) IG 11° 1013,53 Late 2nd c. CL 


31. 


32. 


33. 


34. 


35. 


37. 


кі 


5 


. Ку8«8тубос 


. orparels (6) 


. mà (2) (6) 


36 


Norm: САТ) corresponding to tentative [ai]. 
Var.: СЕТ). 


. Яопетеюм (2) IG II* 6933,3 
. TEINN lap. 

Norm: <I>. 

Var.: САТ). 
. "АҒаос (6) IG II! 5588,1 


Norm: <ATE) corresponding to tentative [але]. 
Var.: СЕ). 


SEG 3,178,2 


Norm: <EIAI) corresponding to tentative /e:ai/. 
Var.: (БІ). 


SHG 21,469,5 


Norm: «AI» corresponding to tentative [ai]. 
Var.: (АПУ. 


. табас IG I! 956 I 80 
. Өлрайос IG II: 8894,3 
. Norm: «Ну. 
Var.: <A>. 
. тбу IG TI? 1008,76 
. таубүуріу (2) (Ass) IG Ц: 1013,49 
Norm: <А) 
Far.: <H> 
. Hes (2) IG ПІ» 1168,13 
. хоту (2) IG TI? 1242,2 


IG IT? 1045,15 


1st c. 


2nd c. 


Prob. 1st c. 


129/8 


161/0 
204/186 с. 


119/8 


Late 2nd c. 


9rd c.(?) 
9rd с.(?) 
Before 50 


Inscr. exam. 


Таваг, exam. 


Comm. 
Comm. 


е 
С 


42. 


D 9 QU ом ю 


. Norm: <А). 


Var.: «Еу. 


. те Фарухобутес 

. Фифісвтугдааутос 
- ёпо(Өалс| 

. пёута 


. Norm: <E>. 


Var.: <A>. 


. &9apd[reocav 


. Norm: СТУ. 


Var.: <А). 


, 


. avy 


. Norm: СТУ. 


Var.: <I>. 


."АшуИутоу 


ЁнхК 


. МєсоХууайх 


МүтодХууаТос 


. 198007 
. Мон wv 
. Мато [aln] 


Norm: <I>. 
Var.: СТУ. 


. EópurÜS7c 


хӘлугу 


. tae Осхддос 


SurAactove 


. Mitvanvala 
. Mitvrdnvaiog 
. Mirvanyv[ata] 


. Norm: <I>. 


Var.: <YI>. 


. Atooxouvpul<3>ov 


(7) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 


(Ass) 


(2) 

(Asa) 
(Met) 
(Met) 
(Ass) 

(2) (Ass) 
(Met) 


(2) (Ass) 
(2) 

(2) 

(2) 
(Met) 
(Met) 
(Met) 


(2) 


IG II? 1011,23 
IG II? 1013,3 
IG 11" 1013,9 
IG Па 1013,10 


IG 1I* 1006,35 


IG 113 5354,4 


IG 11* 2315,26 
IG II! 8661,1 
IG II! 9968,3 
IG II! 9971,2 
SEG 19,266,1 


IG 112 1042 (d) 8 


IG II! 9966,2 


IG II! 2442,4 
IG 11* 2316,50 
IG 11° 1013,24 
IG II? 1013,24 
IG II? 9968,3 
IG II! 9971,2 
IG 1I* 9966,2 


IG II 2315,28 


106/5 


Late 2nd с. 
Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 


122/1 


186 c. 


After 180 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 
2nd/1st c. 
Са. 41/0 
Ist с. 


After 200 
Ca. 166/5 


Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 


2nd c. 
2nd c. 
lst c. 


After 180 


37 


CL 


CL 


1. Perhaps the sofa is a correction and the delta was omitted, or the $ota is an unfinished 


delta; marked (2). 


44. 


45. 


46. 


2 


47. 


молотом ны 


38 


Norm: <YI>/KEIy. 


Var.: СТУ. 


. Үгүоуофбу 


Norm: СТІ)/СЕТ). 


Var.: «E». 


. усувуєбм 


. lepopdveus 


= lepopavrng. 


Norm: «ОТ». 
Var.: «О). 


. трос 
. тоїс Bebe 


. Norm: СО). 


Var.: «OI». 


. 9017 9=у 
. Вооуброрлбуос 
. Твроцумос 


"АтодХамос 


. Езубіу 
. ОіїдЗєм 
. Тро уос 


(Авв) 


(2) 
(2) 


(2) 


(2) (3) 


3 and 7. Тробту- is the norm. 


49. 


1. 


Norm: <ОТ). 
Var.: <EIy. 


Aoırreig 


Hesp. 44,207 
AJC 11 


IG II* 1328,17 


IG II? 1013,6 
IG II? 1013,48 


IG II! 1013,66 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,7 


IG II? 2982,5 
IG II? 1006,3 
IG II? 10463,3 
IG II? 7890,1 
IG 11: 7900,1 


Ca. 10/02 


Ca. 183/2 


Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 


Late 2nd c. 
Са. 20 


127/6 
122/1 

2nd c. 
2п4/18 c. 
2nd/1st c. 


IG II? 1051 (c) 20 After 38/7 


IG II? 10462,3 


IG II? 1028,12 


lst c. 


100/99 


Ph. 


CL 


CL 
CL 


CL 
Ph. 


Inscr. exam. 


50. 


1. 


1. Г ed. Perhaps written for О. 


51. 


QU iR мн 


Norm: «Ol». 
Var.: «E». 


песка 


Norm: «АТУ. 
Var.: «OI». 


. GuvteE jtor 


. Norm: «ЕТУ. 


Var.: СЕ). 


. "Eplıxes 

‚ "Ewvupeüg 
. 'Eovou£oq 
. DEIEXEIG 
. "Ерраїос 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) 


(3) 
(Ass) 
(2) 


IG II? 1013,11 


IG п 1242,1/2 


IG II* 1008 I 100 


IG II? 6165,3 
IG II? 6191,3 
IG II? 10251,2 
IG 113 5310,1 


Late 2nd c. 


3rd c.(?) 


119/8 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 
4th/1st c. 


39 


CL 


CL 


Inscr. exam. 
Comm. 
Comm. 
Comm. 

CL 


1. IKEZY® lap. The last two letters were perhaps added without the sigma being cancelled; 


marked (2). 


53. Norm: «ЕТ». 


56. 


Var.: «Т». 


. Еӧрос9%< 


Var.: «ЕТУ». 


. £oce( eoa 
. «9245 
. єбс 


. Norm: (EY). 


Var.: ЕТЕ). 


. үрхиратєдєс 


Norm: «ЕТУ». 
Var.: «HY». 


. Міхонябүуд 


(Ass) 


(2) 


IG 11: 2363,51 


. Norm: «ЕГУ corresponding to tentative /e:/. 


IG II* 949,19 
IG П 949,21 
IG IT? 963,5 


IG II* 1710,8 


IG II! 10015,2 


Late 2nd/ 
early lst c. 


Ca. 165/4 
Ca. 165/4 
Са. 140 


Early 2nd c.(?) 


2nd c. 


Comm. 


CL 


Comm. 


Comm. 


40 


57. Norm: «ЕМУ. 


Var.: «ЕТУ. 
1. &uropnh 


1. = iuxoptx?. 


58. Norm: СОТ). 
Far.: «ЕТУ». 


1. єОхоүсуйс 


59. Norm: (EY). 
Var.: <EOT). 


1. 'Avrtox eon 


60. Norm: «АТУ. 


Var.: <A>. 


1. фах є 
. ват 


. Шатбу 


€» to 


4. tarde 
5. ёатбу 
6. ёатбу 
7. фатбу 
8. ёатбу 
9. ёатбу 
10. ётоос 
11. ётоїс 
12. ёатбу 
13. ётоо 
14. фахбу 
15. ёатоб 
16. &aroü 
17. ёатоу 
18. Малохтіо 
19. ёатоос 
20. ётбу 


14. Corrected into «v. 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) 


(Ass) 


IG II® 1013,29 


IG II? 11234,2 


SEG 21,947,3 


SEG 19,207 III 2 


IG 11° 1056/7,9 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,166,98,21 
IG II? 1046,15 
IG IT? 1050,13 
IG II? 1756,29 
IG II! 3442,2 
IG II! 1048,5 


IG II* 1042 (c) 6 


IG IT? 482,03 
SEG 23,77,15 
IG 113 1343,19 
SEG 24,212,8 
IG 11? 3440,5 
IG П 4123,4 
IG II! 4122,4 
SEG 17,46,14 
IG IT? 9988,3 
IG II? 3504,9 
SEG 21,756,3 


Late 2nd c. 


2nd/lst c. 


lst c. 


Са. 130 
Early lst c.(?) 
Soon before 60 


52/1 

Са. 50 

Са. 50 
After 50 
47/2 

Са. 41/0 
38/7 

37 or soon after 
Са. 37/6 
31(?) 
37/ca. 27 
Ca. 23 
After 23 
21/0 

lst c. 

Late 1st c. 
Late 18% c. 


Comm. 


Ph. 


. exam. 


61. 


62 


63. 


64. 


66. 


66. 


67. 


68. 


(2) 


IG II? 1013,63 


IG II? 1275,10 


Norm: САТ) corresponding to tentative /ai/. 


Var.: «АТУ. 


. "Ест [у 


Norm: <ОТ). 
Var.: «АТ». 


. Коріудао 


Norm: «ОТ». 
Var.: <O). 


. 66 


Norm: О). 
Var.: «ОТУ. 


. ётухаХоОрауоуу 


Norm: «ОТУ». 
Far.: <ОТ). 


. "Авт кво 


Norm: СО). 
Far.: <H>. 


. Anuhrpung 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) 


IG П 1010,81 


IG II* 2310,15 


IG II! 1042 (d) 6 


SEG 21,469,12 


IG 1I* 2316,2/3 


IG II! 2336,125 


Late]2nd с. 


3rd/2nd c. 


Ca. 116/5 


Ca. 166/5 


Ca. 41/0 


129/8 


Ca. 166/5 


102/96 (SEG 
24,195) 


41 


CL 


Comm. 


CL 


CL 


CL 


Comm. 


CL 


Comm. 


69. 


70. 


ші 
. 


71. 


to 


42 


Norm: ОУ. 
Var.: «Е). 


. Үсүеуебу 
. бруоутєс 


Norm: СО). 
Var.: СТУ. 


1. "Іатрохд4соє 


= "ТатрохАфоюс. 


Norm: <Q). 
Var.: <O). 


. а9Гт)6(у 
. drplo]paoloros 
. Zovixou 


. Ёёло060У 


. TOALKO[L 
. тофтоу 


. Міхіомос 
. Texvova 


‚ бу 
. АЇсуром 


‚ тбу 

. Ebovoue[oc] 
. [№ ехоуос 
. Zornpuxóq 
. поћеїу 

. поћобутоу 
. биоїос 

. поћїу 

. ёхёто 

. Ко 

. тараЭ224 до: 
. foro 

. ДтуохАбос 


. = Есто. 


(2) 
(2) 
(2) 


(2) 


(2) 
(2) 


(2) (Ass) 


(2) 


(7) 
(2) 
(Ass) 


(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 


IG 113 1328,17 
IG II? 1042 


(a/b) 19) 


IG ID 8245,2 


IG II? 1168,12 
IG II? 1323,9 
IG II! 435,1 


IG II! 435,10 


IG II* 2317,42 
IG IT: 438,11 


IG II? 3477,9 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,147,82,5 
SEG 21,404,6 
IG II! s. 952 b 
II 29 
IG 11: 1134,106 
IG 11: 6169,3 
IG II! 6646,2 
IG II? 12746,1 
IG II? 1013,13 
IG 11: 1013,17 
IG 11: 1013,23 
IG 1I* 1013,32 
IG II? 1013,34 
IG ТІЗ 1013,42 
ІС 113 1013,53 
IG II? 1013,58 
IG 11: 2360,51 


Ca. 183/2 
Ca. 41/0 


lst c. 


3rd с. (?) 
Са. 200 


Ca. 175/4 (IG 


II* 905) 


Ca. 175/4 (IG 


II* 905) 
162/57 (1) 
Са. 150 (IG 

II* 984) 
After 150 
Ca. 169/47 


140/39 
130/20 (IG 
II* 1940) 

117/6 

2nd c. 

2nd c. 

2nd c. 

Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd с. 
Late 2nd c. 
Са. 50 


CL 
CL 


Inscr. exam. 


A өз bo = 


3. 


75. 


[en 


. сєр | мбс 
. Протоц%8оо 


. Мибу 
. Зоб оо 
. В«сёос 
. *Arodoviov 
. "Aplorovvog 
. ВБохХїс 

. Куб«Әтубос 


. = Коба туос. 


. Norm: СО). 


Var.: <Q). 


. Tra рд 8о)оус 


фтобібима 


. Что] 6.8 мол 
. TOŠE 


Neworpdm 


. ТФ|86| 
. "АтоХобофроу 


. Norm: СО). 


Var.: (£005. 


. Мут<руоодорос 


. Norm: <ОТ). 


Var.: СОТ). 


‚ 'AXéótoj[v 


. roAeut]ovneto[t 
. томхбП 
. TOL 


= то. 


Norm: <ОТ). 
Var.: СОТ). 


. тої с 
. "Еротус 


(2) 
(2) (6) (Авв) 


(3) 
(2) 
(2) 
(Ass) 
(Ass) 


(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 


(2) 
(2) (7) (Ass) 


(2) 
(2) 
(2) 


(2) (6) 
(2) 


IG П? 1042 (d) 3 Са.241/0 


IG 1I* 1961,26 


Mhs 24, n. 128 
SEG 21,039,7 
IG II’ 3443,2 
IG ПІЗ 8298,1 
IG II! 10283,2 
S EG 21,497,25 
SEG 3,178,2 


IG II? 1168,2 
IG II? 1168,4 
IG II? 1168,8/9 
IG II? 1168,20 
IG Па 7211,1 
IG ID 1013,60 
IG II: 9403,2 


IG 113 8479,1 


IG II? 1304b,14 


IG ІІ»: 2317,20 
IG ІІ? 2317,42 
IG II? 1013,10 


IG II? 1168,9 
SEG 21,639,8 


After 37/6 
(SEG 22,113) 

Hellenistic (?) 

Hellenistic (?) 

Before 16 

lst c. 

Late lst с. 

Late 1st c. 

Prob. 1st c. 


3rd c. (1) 
3rd c. (1) 
3rd c. (1) 
3rd c. (?) 
Ca. 150 
Late 2nd c. 
lst c. 


2nd c. 


Ca. 200 
162/57 (1) 
162/57 (?) 
Late 2nd c. 


3rd c. (?) 
Hellenistic (?) 


Ph. 
Inscr. exam. 


CL 
CL 


76. 


77. 


€ 00 -3 OQ c P wt = 


44 


Norm: «OY». 


Var.: «OD». 


. &rovtxvou£vot 
. "AnoAAovlot 


Norm: <ОТ». 


Var.: <Q>. 


то 


. Отто 


“бус 


. илтромо 

. трауазбоїс 
. уросбо 

. траү]одоїс̧ 
. сітефі м 
. Aw 

. трат 628016 
‚ [В] 

. Їзр | жүсббу 
. тб» 

. хрувб 

. стефбуо 

. траүсд буу 
. тб 

. ст|є)фіма» 


. Аюүуйто» 
. ovvddw 

. SrAwW 

. legio 

. 3% 

. [7] 

. Atovócto 
. тб» 

. тб TE 

. тб» 

. "Aoxdanmda 
. хросбо 

. стефіма 
. то 

. тө 

. уро. 

. стєфбуо 


(2) 


(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 


IG II? 1275,6 
SEG 21,956,2 


IG II* 945,5 
IG II? 2317,34 
ІС II! 4457,10 
IG Пе 971,24 
IG II? 1227,31 
SEG 15,104,89 


SEG 15,104,96/7 


ІС II? 1006,31 
IG ПІЗ 1006,61 
ІС II* 1006,94 


IG II* 1008,51/2 


IG ІІ? 1008,69 
IG II? 1008,76 
IG II* 1008,81 
IG 11! 1008,81 
IG II* 1008,82 
IG II 1008,82 
IG II! 1008,86 
IG II* 1008,87 
IG II* 1008,87 
IG II! 1008,88 
ІС II! 1012,18 
IG II’ 1012,25 
IG 11" 1012,25 
IG 11! 1012,27 
IG II’ 1011,9 

IG II 1011,12 
IG II? 1011,12 
IG II* 1011,12 
IG II! 1011,14 
IG II? 1011,17 
IG II* 1011,17 
IG II* 1011,17 
IG 11° 1011,18 
IG П? 1011,18 
IG Пе 1011,21 
IG II* 1011,23 
IG Пе 1011,25 
IG IT? 1011,25 


3rd/2nd c. 
1st c. 


168/7 
162/57 (1) 
After 150 
140/39 
131/0 
127/6 
127/6 
122/1 
122/1 
122/1 - 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
119/8 
112/1 
112/1 
112/1 
112/1 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 


Comm. 
Comm. 


заззавааваавазавзавазавававав8аа8азту 


40. то 

41. Эєќт[р]о 
42. Shuw 
43. то 

44. тперотаме По» 
45. тб 

46. хровб 
47. атєрфуо» 
48. тө 

49. холуб 
50. то 

51. то 

52. хросб 
53. отєрёуо 


67. то 

68. А.оудао» 
69. то 

70. отефбуо» 
71. тб) 

72. 9% 

73. t& 

74. афто 

75. taut® 
76. тб 

77. тросүшдоїс 
78. трсүюдоС 
79. хросб 
80. стефбуо» 
81. ivjaur@ 


86. lep& 


87. BJjovAcuTyplw 


(6) 


(2) 


IG II? 1011,32 
IG II? 1011,32 
IG 11* 1011,33 
IG П 1011,34 
IG Пе 1011,34 
IG II! 1011,42 
IG 11* 1011,47 
IG 11* 1011,47 
IG 11* 1011,48 
IG П 1011,48 
IG ІІ? 1011,54 
IG 11* 1011,55 
IG 11* 1011,58 
IG П 1011,58 
IG 11: 1011,62 
IG II? 1011,63 
IG 11* 1011,63 
IG 11* 1011,65 
IG 11* 1011,65 
IG 11* 1011,66 
IG 11° 1011,67 
IG II® 1011,67 
IG II? 1011,67 
IG II? 1011,70 
IG ҮГ? 1011,74 
IG II? 1011,75 
IG 113 1011,75 
ІС II? 1011,76 
IG 11* 1011,76 
IG II? 1011,76 
IG 11? 1011,79 
IG 11 1011,80 
IG II? 1011,80 


Hesp. 40,96,1,10 


IG TI? 1013,10 
IG II? 1023,2 
IG ПІЗ 1054,13 
ІС II? 1028,48 
IG ПІЗ 1028,100 
IG II? 2987,6 
IG ҮГ! 2987,6 
SEG 25,129,4 
SEG 256,129,11 
IG ҮГ" 1029,25 
IG ҮГ 1717,5 
IG ҮГ?! 2993,2 
IG 11* 1046,18 
IG ҮГ! 1050,7 


106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
106/5 
2па с. 


Late 2nd с. 
Late 2nd c. 


Са. 100 
100/99 
100/99 
2nd/1st c. 
204/186 c. 


Early Ist с. 
Early 1st c. 


94/3 
56/5 
55/4 
52/1 
Св. 50 


46 


88. то» 


[Blo[vAcoTnplox 


89. үбуо» 
90. то 

91. то 

92. raw 
93. тбтго)ҙ 
94. 9 

95. трхүо8бу 
96. Әефтро» 
97. то 

98. оот0 
99. тбта» 
100. сб 

101. т 

102. Afuv«o 
108. ор 
104. vavt 
105. ѓёмаото 
106. Ду 
107. BouAopé]vco 
108. тб 

109. хбу 
110. ѓмаото 
111. т 

112. ёмаотб 
118. то 

114. втефФуо» 


115. үбуоҙ 


116. соуббо» 
117. тб 

118. ВоуХоиёуд 
119. айтбь 

120. т 

121. é[r]ouévoo 
122. 7]@ те 
123. "Тӛхуо 


78. Norm: <Q). 
Var.: «QD». 


1. прбитоу 
2. Ejowıoev 


1. IIAAITON ed. 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) (Ass) 


(2) 


IG Ще 1050,16 


IG II? 3151,8 
IG II* 1935,5 
Hesp. 13,262,15,2 
IG II? 1048,13 
IG II? 1048,20 
Hesp. 12,56,14,20 
IG тз 1042 (d) 8 
IG II’ 1043,4 
IG II? 1043,29 
IG II? 1043,33 
IG II? 1043,38 
IG II? 1043,61 
IG II* 1043,70 
IG ТІ? 1051 (a) 7 
IG II! 1051 (b) 1 
IG II! 1051 (b) 3 
IG II? 1051 (b) 6 
IG ІІ? 1051 (c) 5 
SEG 23,77,10 
SEG 23,17,18 
IG II? 1343,9 
IG II? 1343,17 
IG II? 1343,19 
IG II? 1343,22 
IG II? 1343,32 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,18 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,186,116,104 
IG ҮГ! 4707,2 
S EG 21,494,30 
SEG 21,494,30 
SEG 21,494,32 
S EG 21,494,34 
S EG 21,494,34 
SEG 21,494,42 
SEG 21,494,42 


IG 112 1168,5 
IG II? 1236,6 


Ca. 50 


Ca. 50 
After 50 
49/8 (1) 
47/2 

47/2 

Ca. 50/40 
Ca. 41/0 
38/7 

38/7 

38/7 

38/7 

38/7 

38/7 
After 38/7 
After 38/7 
After 38/7 
After 38/7 
After 38/7 
37 or soon after 
37 or soon after 
Ca. 37/6 
Ca. 37/6 
Ca. 37/6 
Ca. 37/6 
Ca. 37/6 
Ca. 20 


Ca. 20 


lst c. 
lst c. 
lst c. 
lst c. 
lst c. 
18% c. 
18% с. 
136 с. 


3rd с. (?) 
Before 150 


Inscr. exam. 


CL 
CL 
Ph. 
CL 
CL 
Ph. 
CL 
Inscr. exam. 
Inser. exam. 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
Ph. 
Ph. 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
Ph. 


Ph. 


Inscr. exam. 
Inscr. exam. 
Inscr. exam. 
Inscr. exam. 
Ph. 
Ph. 
Ph. 
Ph. 


CL 
Inscr. exam. 


8. там 

4. Sedu 

5. Ўситуос 
6 

7 


. Улоурафттон 
. “НроӨебиты 


8. ài Baxye 
9. Kodwt еу 
10. бтісом 

11. drlowı 

12. бтісол 

13. уєфітерос 
14. Сууолта 
15. тому 

16. толу 


3-4. Dual. 


79. Norm: <ОТ). 
Var.: «ОП). 


1. їл хбим 


80. Norm: О). 
Var.: <A). 


1. Хахріттс 


. тім 
. АШ (а)оуға 


өз t9 


1. A lap. 


81. Norm: (A). 
Far.: <0). 


1. ішу 


82. Norm: (0). 


Far.: «Aly. 
1. отєраудцооц, 


(2) 


(2) (Ass) 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) (Ass) 


4 — 782432 Teodorsson 


IG ПІЗ 1236,12 
IG ТІ" 1236,12 
IG ТІЗ 9154,1 
ІС II* 1055,24 
IG II! 2972,3 


IG II? 4694,4 

IG II 1046,7 

IG II* 1046,17 
IG ТІ? 1046,21 
IG II® 1046,25 
IG II? 1046,28 
IG II! 1046,32 
IG II? 1343,26 
IG II! 1343,44 


IG П» 2316,20/1 


Hesp. Suppl. 
1,129,71,80 
IG 11° 1013,58 
IG 11» 1028,53 


IG IT? 1013,12 


Hesp. Suppl. 
1,129,71,26 


Before 150 

Before 150 

2nd c. 

Ca. 100 

201/186 c. (IG 
II* 8810) 

2nd/1st c. 

52/1 

52/1 

52/1 

52/1 

52/1 

52/1 

Са. 37/6 

Са. 37/6 


Са. 166/5 


169/8 


Late 2nd c. 
100/99 


Late 2nd c. 


169/8 


CL 


Ph. 


$3. 


84. 


85. 


48 


Norm: «ОТ». 
Var.: «AI». 


. ёрүорохот од 


Norm: «АТУ. 
Var.: «QI». 


- Хеіїтом 


Norm: <a). 
Var.: (aa). 


. Ларттревос 


. Norm: (a). 


Var.: «O». 


. ёуү<оуттёс 

. Меу<є>хрбтоу 
. 'Agtoróv(t»xoq 
. Nouunv<u)os 

. Aloexpcb»ov 

. ®]шботр<{ nv 


. Muw<l>wvog 

. dlavrcodv 

. Ad<arodixeds 

. dSlavrco>v 

. Onkoydwplöfng] 


. соухруваад <ar>» 


xal 


. THE (01 
. тоб ООерёос 


. "АФріо)бітос 
. ства: (65v 
. Bep<e>vixl[Sn¢] 


. "Афібуаї ос 
. &xovc(t»o rf» 
. Мх 


(2) 


(2) (7) 


(2) 


(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 


(2) 


IG ТІ» 1013,30 


IG IX? 1013,18 


Hesp. 17,49,50,5 


IG 113 1168,3 


Hesp. 17,51,55,2 


IG II* 6946,1 
IG II? 1710,11 


Hesp. 10,275,73,2 


Hesp. 
15,193,38,16 
IG II: 2315,30 
IG II: 2316,29 
IG Тїз 2316,51 
IG 11° 2316,60 


IG п! 444 ІІ 76 


IG II? 968,16 


SEG 21,054,2 
IG II: 1019,42 


SEG 12,101,75 


SEG 15,104,140 


IG II! 469,125 


SEG 21,477,94 


SEG 21,477,131 


SEG 25,189,88 


Late 2nd c. 


Late 2nd c. 


2nd c. 


3rd c. (?) 
3rd/2nd c. 
3rd/2nd c. 


Early 2nd c. (1) 


196/5 
186/5 


After 180 
Ca. 166/5 
Ca. 166/5 
Ca. 166/5 
161/0 (IG 

II* 956) 
Ca. 151/0 


141/0 


137/6 (Hesp. 


28,187,9) 
135/4 
127/6 


119/8 (Hesp. 


33,213,58) 
119/8 
119/8 
109/8 


CL 


CL 


Ph. 


Inscr. exam. 
Ph. 
Inscr. exam. 


Ph. 
Ph. 
Ph. 


87. 


LI 


. 8 «тхүүӨдж 
. ACDE<w>véw<¢> 
. КООВорётс 
. По(б)сфідос 
. трбвотл<оуу 
. rot(n»oáuevat 
. x(al» бхто 

, харахтфра) 
иоХ [В] вх 
. "ОХхойт (обої 
. Доубуәусіо 
. 'Agpo8| (Drm 
. Elt<e>atog 

. 8р<ауҳибу 


. Корах 
. протер (a»upévov 


. [Anlunrp<u os 
. Atovis< Dav 
. Mape<a>Saviog 


. прот 


. xal СёутерФтао(ї 
. 'HA(68(0» 006 

. КОадХютратос 

. т(1)уа 

. PAR veo 
. yaptoThot(o»v 
. Ебт<ооро< 
. Aéatv (a) | 

. 29 <оуууо6 
. Utpatov<l>xy 
. [Z]9o« troc 
. Бардбсуауо0 


Norm: «Фу. 
Var.: «Il». 


. in’ "Indxou 
. Памо(»)біха 


(7) 


(5) 
(2) 


(2) 


(2) 
(2) (7) 


(2) 
(2) (3) 


(2) 
(2) 


(2) 


(2) (6) 
(6) 


(5) 


. Perhaps = "Аттуєос. Marked (6). 


IG II® 1011,77 
IG II® 5406,3 
IG II* 9027,3 
IG II! 10260,1 
Hesp. 10,60,24,3 
IG ТІЗ 1013,8 
IG II! 1013,30 
IG II! 1013,64 


IG II? 1024,14 
IG 113 9510,2 
IG II? 10936a,1 
SEG 15,146,3 
IG ІТ! 477,13 


IG II? 1337,4 


Hesp 


40,101,3,15/6 
IG 11: 2461,120 
IG II® 1042 (d) 8 


IG П 1042 
(а) 16 

IG II: 1042 
(d) 17 


Hesp. 9,86,17,18 
IG II? 2338,11 
IG II: 2338,29 
Hesp. 44,207 B 5 
IG II: 5310,3 
IG II! 4709,2 
IG II? 8657,1 
IG II? 9741,1 
IG II? 11830,2 
IG II! 12662,1 
IG П 1964,8 
IG II! 10240,5 


IG II? 1328,24 
IG II? 6085,1 


106/5 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 


Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 
Late 2nd c. 


Late 2nd c. 


2nd/lst c. 
204/188 c. 
2nd/lst c. 
98/7 (IG 

П? 1034) 
97/6 (SEG 

16,111) 
84/3 


Ca. 50 
Ca. 41/0 
Ca. 41/0 


Ca. 41/0 


Ca. 37/6 
27/17 
27/17 

Ca. 10/02 
4th/1st c. 
lst c. 

lst c. 

lst c. 

lst c. 

lst c. 
Late 1st c. 
Late 1st c. 


Ca. 175/4 
2nd c. 


Inscr. exam. 
CL 
Ph. 
CL 


CL 
CL 


CL 
Comm. 


50 


88. Norm: «Ту. 
Var.: <0). 


ха” iliav 
ха” Slav 
ха” Slav 
. ха” Slav 
. ха?" lav 
. ped’ ivvéa 
. ха" тов) 


MO А б м н 


(2) 
(2) (3) 


1. Not in Teodorsson 1974. 


89. Norm: «Ху. 
Var.: <K). 


1. ёриоутес 
2. Холм 


90. Norm: «Ку. 
Var.: «ХО. 


. "Таххоу 
. Вауу! 
. Вёххїос 
Xoaxle 
. ВаххК 


CU ы 69 bo 


91. Norm: «К» 2 


Var.: T». 
1. фуфероцфуту 


92. Norm: «Гу. 
Var.: <K>. 


1. 9охітур 
2. Mexapıxh 


3. &noyocvopévot 


1-2. Not in Teodorsson 1974. 


3. = -pévov. 


IG II* 1281,10 
IG ПІЗ 891,6 
SEG 16,84,13 
SEG 16,94,12 
IG II! 953,9 
SEG 21,584,5 
SEG 21,469,27 


(2) IG II? 1013,6 
(Met) IG п 9049,3 
(Ass) IG II? 1006,9 
(Ass) IG П* 8691,1 
(Ass) IG I: 1717,10 
(Met) IG п» 9049,3 
(Ass) IG II* 8592,1 
<a> corresponding to tentative [С®®® | 


IG IT? 1053,11 


IG II! 6331,4 
IG ПІЗ 9318,3 
IG II? 1215,6 


Ca. 266 
Ca. 188/7 
188/7 
173/67 
Са. 160/59 
144/3 (?) 
129/8 


Late 2nd с. 


Іві c. 


122/1 
204/18% c. 
56/5 

lat c. 
Late 18% с. 


After 38/7 (SEG 


24,142) 


3rd c. 
3rd c. 
3rd/2nd c. 


CL 
Comm. 


93. Norm: «ГУ. 
Var.: (0). 


. 0ХККуром 
. 62Кура 
. 0ХККуром 


о t9 = 


94. Norm: <I>. 
Var.: «ГУ». 


1. Перолоүобс 


95. Norm: (ГУ). 
Var.: Бу. 


1. ловийу 


96. Norm: (X). 
Var.: <E>. 


1. ”АусуоЁёос 


97. Norm: <=>. 
Var.: <=>. 


1. пара86тоЁсу 


98. Norm: <&)> 
Var.: «Уу. 


. 60106 
. Жіуоу 


D ~ 


. “Аз: вфудр(о9 
. ёв сто) 

. 'Paeluaxoc 
хійроє 

. Г.АлоХ|до180с 


мос № о 


99. Norm: (7). 
Var.: 58). 


1. Eónvpoc 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) (Ава) 
(2) (6) 


(2) 


6. Date and Ph. Hesp. 3,150. 


IG II! 1325,22 
IG пз 949,11 
IG ҮГ" 1227,8 


IG II! 1242,7/8 


IG II! 2316,12 


IG II! 9888,5 


SEG 23,17,18 


IG II! 924,6 
Hesp. Suppl. 
1,148,84,121 
IG DI! 1134,8 
IG па 1013,13 
IG ТІ? 7006,2 
IG II? 1720,8 
IG II! 3505,6 


IG II! 7943,1 


Са. 185/4 
Са. 165/4 
131/0 


3rd с. (?) 


Са. 166/5 


lst с. 


37 or soon after 


Early 2nd с. (1) 
155/4 


117/6 

Late 2nd c. 
2nd/lst c. 
56/5 


51 


ваа 


CL 


Ph. 


Ph. 


21/0 (SEG 23,111) CL 


lst c. 
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100. Norm: (05. 


Var.: <P>. 


1. Poxou 


101. Norm: СТ). 


Var.: (05. 


1. фіфПора 


102. Norm: (2). 
Var.: <=>. 


1. éredjpioev 
2. Buoavela 


103. Norm: <=>. 


Var.: 2). 


. Фуормаїос 
. Zuupvatog 
. 2роруаїос 
. Zuupvaiog 
. Фубри 
. хІєбоьй 
бахтоХоу 
7. Zwotpatov 


8. (фра 


C Qv ON = 


104. Norm: (2). 


Var.: (22). 


1. ёле) ур,вбеу 


105. Norm: (сс). 


Var.: «ву. 
. бпоураратва 


. Madioa 

. 'Ináxou 

. Navdxov 

. "АтоХбуос 
. KaAlov 


- Фф QU hw t9 = 


“Амхаруасеҳ 


(Ass) 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) 


IG II! 6432,2 


SEG 21,418,8 


IG II? 1012,7 
IG II? 8439,2 


IG II? 2313,30 
IG II? 2314,19 
IG II? 2314,25 


IG ТІЗ 1011 V 109 


IG II? 9871,1 
IG ҮГ" 1013,22/3 


IG II! 12098,2 
ІС II? 1029,16 


SEG 21,462,20 


IG II! 876,3 

IG 11: 8042,2 
IG п* 9354,2 
IG II? 1328,24 
Hesp. 3,21,19,2 
IG II: 444 II 56 
IG II! 445 (e) 11 


Ist с. 


Early 2nd c. 


112/1 
lst c. 


194/89 
182/77 
182/77 
106/5 

2nd c. 

Late 2nd c. 


2nd/lst с. 
94/3 


Са. 150 


Late 3rd c. (1) 


3rd/2nd c. 
3rd/2nd c. 
Ca. 175/4 

166/5 


161/0 (10 II: 956) 
Ca. 158/7 (IG 


II? 957) 


Ph. 


Comm. 
Comm. 


Ph. 


Inscr. exam. 
Inscr. exam. 


8. &x]evy£Aovo[ww] 


9. 'AxoAocv(Bo[v] 


10. 


11. 


12. 
13. 
14. 


15. 
16. 
17. 


18. 
19. 
20. 


21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 


26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 


30. 


31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 


35. 


36. 
81. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 


41. 


&elrovra 


ravvuxldalc)> 
GuvETÉAEGEV 
el c» acta 
“ІттоӘоу(тібос 
тої (с» 
вСтрэалтүүодс 
Anal[yyereı 
ЗҮСЭХ хал) 
Exinolaus 


“Ттфруоо 
el c» atnaAny 
t]ov<¢> 
Otpatnyous 
ei<¢> атм 
' AxoA ovteb 
КоАстрќтоџ 
Хьтадіутьюс 
Kartudyou 


elc» arhAnv 

«<> өті ту 
[K ]xAto[ то») 

Zontlou 


Zonrlou 


ellc) отт 
Ec» еттт») 
тс» втоёс 
урацатейс 


іпоурацатеос 


‘Inoxpdrng 
Орта 
Аоодіхіва 
[Ме] маа 
"Атполом Чо 
’AroAwdapov 


A lap. 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) 
(2) 


Hesp. Suppl. 
1,148,84,6 

IG 0° 3470,11 

IG II! 422,17 


IG II* 974,22 


IG II 1227,34 
IG II! 964,4 
SEG 21,469,25 


SEG 15,104,106 
SEG 15,104,140 
IG 111 471,21 


IG II* 1008,53 
IG II* 1228,11 
IG П 1011,49 


IG ПІЗ 1011,51 
IG II: 5688,3 
IG п? 10818,2 
IG 11: 7492,3 
Arch. Eph. 
1971,129,25,2 
IG IT? 1028,56 
IG II? 1028,104 
SEG 21,942,1 
IG II’ 1034 (d) 
I 14 
IG II* 1034 (d) 
I 20 
IG П 1030,24 
IG II* 1042 (d) 15 
SEG 23,77,15 
IG II! 1059,5 


IG ІІ: 1059,7 


IG II? 7800a,1 
IG II! 8912 
IG ТІ: 9166,2 
IG II* 9329,3 
IG II? 9403,1 
IG II? 9403,2 


155/4 


200/150 

Ca. 144/3 (1G 
II* 968) 

137/6 


131/0 
Ca. 130 
129/8 


127/6 
127/6 
122/1 (IG 
II* 1006) 
119/8 
116/5 
106/5 


106/5 

2nd c. 

2nd c. 

Late 2nd c. 
Ca. 100 


100/99 
100/99 
2nd/lst c. 
98/7 


98/7 


Ca. 78/7 
Ca. 41/0 


37 or soon after 

Ca. 40/30 (Hesp. 
Suppl. 1,173,105) 

Ca. 40/30 (Hesp. 
Suppl. 1,173,105) 


lst c. 
Ist c. 
lst с. 
lst с. 
Ist c. 
lst c. 
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Ph. 


CL 
Inscr. exam. 


CL 


CL 
CL 
Comm. 


Comm. 
Ph. 
Inser. exam. 


CL 
CL 
CL 


CL 
Comm. 
Comm. 


Comm. 
Ph. 


Inscr. exam. 
Inser. exam. 
Ph. 
CL 


CL 
CL 
CL 
Ph. 


Inser. exam. 


Inscr. exam. 
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42. Ўфттіоо 
43. xpatou£vo[v] 


106. Norm: «ву. 
Var.: (oo). 


1. КоАМхухрбтоо 
2. Комхирётоо 


3. Xatpecotpdty 
4. СВ»хххїсс 
5. ГХїх6во(|т ратос 
6. Ғосс Av 
7. °Атстолломіоо 
8. Уоууфу 
9. Фроуїввхоо 
10. Ko94eptoc 
11. ’Арюсто 
12. 'Арісстоуос (3) 
13. Лахеб|(6 Пахмоміа 
14. &yypauukrevev 
15. Аковбхоор доо 
16. &yy Моррь- 
уоОттэ)с 
17. ’Apılaarordou (2) 
18. ёрохтоб 
19. Mape<a>Savi0g (2) 
20. ”Аво|хХл|т:09 
21. ‘Inrnoaadevidog 
22. xapıaarhpıov (2) 
23. ”Арёасхооса 
24. Меуёостратос 
25. Проватасіа 
26. Xopórtrtou 
27. "Арістоумос 


107. Norm: «ву. 
Var.: «OQ». 


1. Nixdvd<p>ou 


2. т0<6> yevouévalç (2) 
3. 'Hpax(A»eó cre 


1. Not in Teodorsson 1974. 


IG II? 4714,2 
SEG 21,497,22 


IG II! 1788,2 
IG 111 1788,2 


IG П» 8036,1 
IG 11* 8590,1 
IG II? 5706,1 
IG II: 1328,18 
IG YI: 444 II 74 
Hesp. 9,122,25,60 
IG II: 2452,8 
IG 11° 2447,5 
IG II: 8079,1 
IG II: 8482,5 
IG ти 9147,3 
IG II® 1028,07 
IG 113 8342,2 
SEG 13,92,6 


SEG 19,200,2 
IG II? 1087,5 
IG II! 1042 (d) 16 
IG II 4465,5 
IG II! 4126,12 
IG II? 4710,3 
IG II? 6764,1 
IG II* 8337,1 
IG П 9232,1 
IG П 7765,2 
IG II? 10283,2 


IG 11 6033,2 
IG II? 1168,11 
IG II! 8557,2 


Late 1st c. 
Late 1st c. 


3rd/2nd c. (10 
II* 5487) 

3rd/2nd c. (ІС 
II* 5487) 

3rd/2nd c. 

3rd/2nd c. 

Early 2nd c. 

Ca. 183/2 

161/0 (IG II* 956) 

165/50 

After 125/4 (1) 

2nd c. 

2nd c. 

2nd c. 

2nd c. 

100/99 

2nd/lst с. 

2nd/1st с. 


2nd/1st с. 
Early 1st c. 
Ca. 41/0 
Ca. 20/5 
After 14 
lst с. 

1st c. 

lst с. 

1st c. 
Late 1st c. 
Late lst c. 


9rd c. 
3rd c. (7) 
3rd/2nd c. 


Ph. 
Ph. 


CL 


CL 


. 1 4В»аххїсс 

. Atooxovpul (850v 
. 'AYaBá(v»8ov 

. ёлд Meaole» 
‚ yevou.tvn<¢> 


lepelac 
таціа (9) 
Kaccavipl8nv 


. Acx(Aynnıddou 
. то%<6› 


ёхтерторфуоос 


. [A$]ea(v»8poq 
. т00<6> dnd 
. &youévou (С) 


te[pet Jo 


. pera (хо 

. Aaun(t»péa 

. ХоХасрУүедс 

. тої (6) Thy 

. Їострацім о» 

. тет4<р>716 

. со(Ууєтӯртаєу 
. тро (6) тоос 

. ті)(6» Movons 
. ГАрит<турбо6 
. Мут<р>Фодёорос 
. 'Hpax(A»tóTu 
. ёСОлоршбу 


. Азар, Хх)! 
. "АустулілрІ ою 
. ЕКрУВрьом 

. Провл4А<т7106 
. Mian<o>tov 

. херт<9>т6с 

. 8nyuocl]« 


<oyppayisı 


. auvrrp6ed(p>or 
. Мо<У>ію» 


. trovhoa<yv>to 
. Ететелеі(у) Фу 
. Opáco(v» 


Тіс4уӛроо 


. Exaoto<y> | |абтбу 
. вт Ха СУ) x[at 


(2) 
(2) (5) 


(2) 
(2) (3) 


(2) (3) 


(2) (3) 


(Diss) 
(2) 
(2) 


(2) 
(Diss) 


(Diss) 


(7) 


(2) 


IG II! 8590,1 

IG ҮГ! 2315,28 
IG Il! 2315,36 
IG П 2314,27 
IG ТІ? 1328,29 


SEG 16,91,30 


IG II? 945,3 
IG ІІ? 1236,13 


SEG 12,101,63 
SEG 21,469,23 
SEG 21,469,27 


SEG 21,469,32 
SEG 15,104,41 
SEG 15,104,188 
Peek 10,6,5 

IG 11! 1005,3 
IG II* 1011,31 
IG II: 1011,38 
SEG 16,100,19 
Hesp. 7,468,28,3 
IG II: 6646,3 
IG II: 8479,1 
10 11» 8654,3 
IG IT: 476,35 


IG II? 1013,13 
IG ТІ» 2458,3 
IG II? 4462,3 
IG ТІЗ 7316,3 
IG ТП? 9510,3 
IG II? 13048,2 
IG II? 1037,7 


IG Il: 477,5 

IG ҮГ" 1034 (d) 
II 9 

IG ТІ» 1030,6 

IG ТІ? 1338,10 

Hesp. Suppl. 
1,166,98,17 


3rd/2nd c. 
After 180 
After 180 
182/77 

Ca. 176/4 


173/2 


168/7 
Before 150 


135/4 
129/8 
129/8 


129/8 
127/6 
127/6 
127/6 
122/1 
106/5 
106/5 
104/3 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 
2nd c. 

Late 2nd с. (IG 
II* 1013) 
Late 2nd c. 

2nd/1st c. 
2nd/lst c. 
2nd/1st с. 
2nd/1st c. 
204/186 c. 
Early lst c. 


98/7 (IG II* 1034) 


98/7 


After 94/3 
After 86 
Soon before 60 


IG п» 1042 (d) 13 Ca. 41/0 
IG 118 1042 (d) 15 Ca. 41/0 


5. The ots might be an unfinished delta; marked (2). 


Inscr. exam. 
CL 
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. соутеХоруфує СУ) | 


[^ 


. "Avrıpl<Adou 
. Перлті(б)ою 
. Зєб(м» 


харіастйрюу 


. Aropd<v>ng 

. ЁОтёСр»оу 

. IXA»uxéa 

. Ххо<тумбойов 
. В4«Улос 

. №1<6> Арт 
. ЁфсцоС 6» 


(2) 


(2) 


(6) 


IG II? 1042 (d) 16 Ca. 41/0 


AJP 31,378,2,3 
AJP 31,392,40,3 
IG II* 4710,3 


IG II* 6571,1 
ІС II? 8063,1 
IG IT? 8608,1 
IG ID 10367,3 
IG II! 10940,1 
IG II: 1962,9 
IG II* 9649,1 


Hellenistic 
Hellenistic 
186 с. 


lst с. 
18% с. 
18% с. 
lst c. 
lst с. 


Late 186 с. 
Late lst c. 


Chapter 3 
PHONETIC EVALUATION 


Preliminaries 


The evaluation of the orthographic data is performed according to the 
same principles as in the preceding studies.?? Since the aim of the present 
study is to describe the phonological development of Attic in the Hel- 
lenistic period, the orthographic data of the third century B.c., which 
were included in Teodorsson 1974,29 are also taken into account in the 
evaluation. 

The potential evidential value of an overall view of the orthographic 
data of the entire pre-Christian era is made use of by surveys of the 
frequency of certain types of orthographic variation during different 
periods (centuries), in relation to the bulk of corpus of each period. For 
ап adequate comparison, the corpus of all periods must be commensur- 
able. Unfortunately, this is not entirely the case in the Attic material. 
In the archaio and classical times there is a category of documents that 
is absent in the Hellenistic period, the group defined as strictly private 
in Teodorsson 1974 (p. 56), ie. vase inscriptions, ostraca, defixiones, 
pinakia, and school-tablets. In comparing the relative frequency of 
certain orthographic variations in various periods, it was then necessary 
to exclude this particular group. 

These strictly private documents excluded, the extent of the corpus 
of state, sub-unit, and formal private documents? comprises the fol- 
lowing number of pages (normal book size): 


Table 1 
Century 6th bth 4th 9rd 2nd lst 
Pages 20 800 1 980 540 585 405 


38 Teodorsson 1974: 163-174, and 1977: 209-212. 

** The data of the 3rd century were included in that study to facilitate the chrono- 
logical survey. 

30 Тһеве three groups of documents are those defined by Henry 1967: 257, n. 2. 
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The sociolinguistic aspect is always considered in the evaluation of the 
data. The existence of synchronous subdialects is stated when the data 
indicate this, and the relative importance of the subdialects in different 
periods is studied. The main issue is the competition between the inno- 
vative (popular) and the conservative subdialects. 


Phonetic Evaluation 
GRAPHEMIC NEUTRALIZATIONS 
1 (ЕІ 1» (Variations 1-3) 
Table 2 
Chronological and positional distribution 


Period -500% 499—400 399-300 299-200 199-100 991 


Var. Position 

1 4 (— 82 2(-) 2 (2) 3 (1) 3 1 
2 141 - - - - - 2 
3 1(-) 2 (1) 8 (8) 2 (1) 1 - 
1 - - - 1(1) - - 
2 I-A] - - - 2 - 
8 = = = = = ЛА 
1 13(-) 24 (8) 12 (7) 18 (9) 14 43 
2 ша 5 (-) 7 (5) 5 (5) 7 (7) 14 92 
3 1(-) 5(-) 3 (3) 10 (8) 1 4 
1 - 1>) = aee = 1 
2 1-0] - - = - =- - 
3 = РЕ; P m - - 
1 - 1(-) - - - - 
2 1-# - - - - c - 
3 - = AS — = 22 


*! Only instances dated with certainty in the prior century are sorted there; others 
are counted as belonging to the subsequent one. 

33 The figures within parentheses indicate the number of instances found in docu- 
ments of the categories treated by Henry 1967, i.e. official documents, and formal 
private ones such as sepulcral and dedicatory inscriptions. Other figures indicate 
the total number of instances, i.e., including those found in the category of strictly 
private documents (cf. above, p. 57). In the last two centuries в.о. there are no 
documenta of this category. 
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The phonetic change [e:] > [i:] and the equalization of vowel length are 
the processes to be studied in this graphemic neutralization. Being 
dephonologizations, and considering that the conditions are favour- 
able to graphemic neutralization, one should expect them to produce 
frequent neutralization. 

For the time down to ca. 200, all three variations show & rather high 
frequency, 34 while in the last two centuries в.о. Var. З is very infrequent, 
especially as compared with Var. 2 of that period.*5 

There is a very marked increase of frequency in Vars. 1-2 in the Ізі c. 
B.C., especially in the latter half. 

The incidence of variation / ГУ) and /_[C] respectively shows an 
interesting pattern: while there is a steady (and partly rapid) increase of 
frequency / [C] during the three Hellenistic centuries, there is 8 de- 
crease /_[V].? There are always comparatively few instances in this 
position. It is noticeable that during the 6th and 5th centuries the 
instanoes / [V] are found above all in strictly private documents, while 
in the 4th century all instances in this position come from official or 
formal private ones. 


Conclusions 

The change [e:]>[i:] /_[C] that had begun already in the 6th century 
spread continuously in the population during the following centuries. 
After having spread to the majority in the 5th century, it also became 
general in the rest of the population in the Hellenistio period. 

In the position before [V] there was a different development. In the 
4th century the i-pronunciation was rather widespread in the population 
even in that position. It is obvious, however, that, in the innovative 
subsystem in which /e:/ had closed into [1:] even / [V], there was an 
open allophone in this position.?® 


*3 Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 160. 

% In instances of (E» for «Ту dated before ca. 350 in Teodorsson 1974, Vars. 2 
(8 instances) and 3 (8 instances), it cannot for orthographic reasons be decided 
whether (EI) ог (E» was intended by the writer. The four instances of (E? dated 
after 350 (loc. ой., р. 78, n. 71, and p. 79, n. 72) must be left out of consideration. 
35 The two instances Var. 8,4-5 are little evident since they are found in a Latin 
morpheme. 

мо All four instances dated in the 2nd c. (Var. 1,2 and 5-6; Var. 8,1) are dated 
before 183/2. 

31 It must be considered, however, that the tentative phonemes /i:/ and /e:/ are 
leas frequent |. ГУ). 

ss Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 178. 
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The decrease of incidence of Neutralization 1 / [V] in the last two 
centuries B.C., ав compared with the rapid increase / [C], shows that 
the proportion of speakers using the i-pronunciation in that position 
was smaller in that period than in the 4th and 3rd centuries. 

The striking difference in frequency between Vars. 2 and 3 in the last 
two centuries B.C. (ratio 108: 6), in comparison with the pattern of the 
preceding four centuries in which Var. 3 is equally or, in the 4th and 3rd 
centuries, more frequent,® shows that the proportion of speakers lacking 
the phoneme /:/ was much smaller in the 2nd and 1st centuries. 


2a <EI)~<IEI) (Variation 4) 
2b <EI)~<EII) (Variation 5) 
2с (Ту СЕШІУ» (Variation 6) 


These infrequent data provide some further evidence for the change 
[e:] > [i:]. 


3 (E»-l1» (Variations 7-8) 


The incidence of this neutralization in the last three centuries B.C. is 
very insignificant. In earlier times, or more exactly, before 350, it was 
not so. In Teodorsson 1974, Var. 4, which corresponds to the above 
Var. 7,40 comprises 41 instances, among which 20 are certainly, and an- 
other 7 possibly, written in the 4th century. Only 5 instances are dated 
with certainty after 350. 

It is important that about half (19) of the total number of instances 
(41) are found in strictly private documents,®! considering that this 
group of documents amounts to only са. 8% of the corpus and, in the 
4th c., to less than 4 %. 

After the 4th century, variation practically ceases: only three instances 
(Var. 4,41 and Var. 3,25 and 30) are dated with certainty in the 3rd 


century. 


** Teodorsson 1974: 78-80. If the instances of (E» in Vars. 2 and 3 are not counted, 
and the two instances of (yew) (Var. 3,23 and 26) are classified under Var. 2 ав 
they ought to be, the ratio is 4:4 for the 6th and 5%, and 13:15 for the 4th and 
3rd centuries. 

“ In Teodorsson 1974, the instances corresponding to the above Var. 8 are com- 
prised in Vars. 2 and 3. Before 350 (E» may stand for (EI). 

*! Cf. the entirely different proportion in Teodorsson 1974, Var. 6 ((EI» for (E» 
[У]. Cf. below, р. 62. 
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The Ptolemaic data“ show a similar chronological distribution, with 
the exception that the frequency begins to decrease about a century 
later than in Attic and never reaches such a low rate. 

The positional distribution is also quite similar. In the Ptol. Var. 10 
there are б instances / [V] and 18 elsewhere, and in the Attic data 
the ratio is 9:35. In the direction (E) for <I> the ratio is 12:12 in the 
Ptol. Var. 11, and 6:5 in the Attic data.“ 


Conclusions 


The frequent Attic graphemic neutralization (E» ^I» in the 4th cen- 
tury was interpreted by Teodorsson 1974 (p. 178) as evidence of a ten- 
dency of the short vowels /e/ and /i/ to merge, but not as evidence of 
actual merger, seeing that in Modern Greek these original vowels have 
merged with original /ai/ and /i:/ respectively.*® 

It is obvious, however, that the rather high incidence of the graphemic 
neutralization <E)>~<I> in 4th century Attic may be explained as 
evidence of actual merger of /e/ and /i/ in the phonemic system of a 
considerable part of the population.** This conclusion is supported by 
the further evidence of the neutralization «ЕГ ~ (Б), which also in- 
dicates that the phonetic quality of the sound was [i].*? 

On the other hand, the virtual cessation of the graphemic neutraliza- 
tion (E» ^ (Т> in the 3rd century shows that from about 250 on there 
were practically no speakers of Attic who lacked the phonemic distinc- 
tion /e/:/i/. For further evidence supporting this conclusion, of. below, 
Neutralizations 4-6. 

In the early 4th century the phonetic quality of /e/ may have been 
rather similar to /i/ even in the subsystem(s) which preserved the phono- 
logical opposition between the sounds. Soon, probably by about the 
middle of that century, however, the opening process in that vowel set 
in and then continued until it had reached the quality [=]. This seems to 


43 Teodorsson 1977: 99-101, Vars. 10-11. 

43 Teodorsson 1974: 80-81, Var. 4; and the above Var. 7. 

Ч Teodorsson 1974: 79-80, Var. 3, the (E»-instances. 

45 This could not have happened if the merger had spread to the entire population. 
** There may also have existed a group of speakers of Ptolemaic Koine, especially 
in the 3rd c., who had lost the phonemic distinction between these vowels; cf. 
Teodorsson 1977: 99-101. This phonological feature seems to have been preserved 
by minor Greek-speaking groups in Egypt as late as in Roman and early Byzantine 
times (Gignac 1976: 249-256). 

** Cf. below, p. 63. | 
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have happened by about the middle of the 3rd century. Evidence for 
this is the low frequency of the neutralizations (EI) »<E) and (Н) 
<E), and the virtual absence of (НІ)/(ЕГ» ~ (Б), from that time on. 


4 <EI)~<E) (Variations 9-10) 


This neutralization is highly concentrated to the 4th century, and to 
the position / [V].9 In the 3rd century there is a marked decrease of 
frequency, particularly from ca. 250 on, and it then remains insignificant 
throughout the Hellenistic period. There is always а predominating 
incidence / (V]. 

It is observed that the numerous instances of (EI) for (E) | [V] in 
the 4th с. are almost exclusively found in documents other than the 
strictly private ones. This differs significantly from the situation in 
Teodorsson 1974, Var. 4 (<I> for <E)), where this small group of docu- 
ments?! supplies nearly half of the total number of instances, and Vars. 
13-14 (<H> ~<E)) in which almost two thirds of the instances are found 
in strictly private documents. 

Evidently, people in whose graphophonological component"? the 
graphemes «Е» and <I> both corresponded to /i/, and «ЕГ» | ГУ) cor- 
responded to /e:/, were less apt to substitute (EI) for (Б), or the re- 
verse, than those in whom (E», and (EI) | [V], both corresponded to 
e-sounds. In addition to this phonetic similarity as a cause of neutraliza- 
tion there was also the general tendency of long vowels (and diphthongs) 
to be shortened |. [V].5* 


Conclusions 


The largely complementary distribution in the 4th century of the gra- 
phemic neutralization (Б) ~ (EI) / [V] on the one hand, and (Ey <I> 
and (H5 (E) on the other, with regard to documental provenience, 
shows that these two groups of neutralizations were to a large extent 
produced by people with different phonemio systems. 


48 Teodorsson 1974: 93, Var. 22, and below, р. 70. 

4 Cf. Teodorason 1974: 81-84, Vars. 5-6; and Meisterhans 1900: 40-47. 

$ For definition, cf. Teodorsson 1974: 56. 

51 Cf. above, р. 60. 

ss СЕ. Teodorsson 1977: 39. 

% If the following vowel was accentuated this was regular, e.g. Saped, "Нродефттс, 
and demotics on -eredc. Cf. Meisterhans 1900: 44; and Teodorsson 1974: 178, n. 102. 
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In the phonemic system of the writers of the latter group all three 
graphemes, <I>, <E), and СН), most probably corresponded to i-sounds.** 
If, in the same writers, (EI) / [V] corresponded to an e-sound, this 
explains why these writers apparently produced so few instances of the 
neutralization (EI) ~ «Е». 

However, there is some evidence in the neutralization (E) ~ (Т,55 
that, in the former half of the 4th century, the i-pronunciation for (E) 
had spread even among writers of official documents. In so far as this 
was the case, the neutralization <EI> ~ Е» | [V] evidences ап i-sound 
ав correspondent to (EI) even /_[V].°® It may be, then, that the merger 
of both /e:/ / [V] and /e/ into the corresponding i-sounds had spread 
equally in the popolation—but probably not in the same groups of 
speakers—by about the middle of the 4th century. But this develop- 
ment did not reach its conclusion. There was always & considerable 
number of speakers who preserved the opposition /e/:/i/. 

The marked decrease of incidence of the neutralization (ЕТ) ~ «БЕ» 
by about 300 indicates that either of the two sounds involved had 
changed its phonetic character. Since there is no decisive evidence to 
show that the e-sound corresponding to (EI) / [V] changed into [i:] in 
increasing numbers of Attic speakers after 300, but strong evidence to 
the contrary," the safe conclusion is that /e/ ((E>) changed into [=] and 
that this pronunciation also won over most of the people who had 
pronounced [i] as corresponding to <E). This opening change is also 
otherwise known to be a historical fact.59 

As this change is established, the continuation, although always in- 
frequent, of Neutralization 4 in ргеуосайс position throughout the 
Hellenistic period indicates on the one hand that the sound corresponding 
to (E» was more closed | [V] than elsewhere, on the other that (EI) 
| ГУ! corresponded to an e-sound. 


54 The neutralization «Н> »<E) could not be interpreted this way by Teodorsson 
1974: 184 because a merger of |1 and /e/ was not assumed even for a part of the 
population (loc. сїї, pp. 178 and 286). 

55 Teodorsson 1974: 81. 

s Cf. also Teodorsson 1974: 79, Var. 3. The concentration of incidence | ГУ) to 
the period ca. 400—350 can perhaps be looked upon as parallel evidence. 

87 Cf. Neutralization 1, above, pp. 58-60. 

58 The hypothetic possibility that /e/ changed in the opposite direction, i.e. into 
ІҢ, is precluded by the fact that the neutralizations <E)~<D and «Ну ~ Е» 
become very infrequent at the beginning of the 3rd century. Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 
80-81 апа 85-89, and further above, Neutrelization 3, and below, Neutralization 5. 
% Cf. above, p. 61. 


5 — 782432 Teodorsson 
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The unchanging low frequency of neutralization /_[C]® indicates that 
the phonetic quality of the tentative /e:/ and /e/ was always different 
in this position in the phonemic system of most speakers of Attic, since 
[е:] changed generally into [i:] /_[C] in the classical period. 


5 «Ну «Еу (Variations 11-12) 


This graphemic neutralization is very frequent in the 4th century, but 
quite infrequent in the last three centuries B.C. There are 120 instances 
certainly or possibly dated in the 4th century, while only 6 instances 
are safely dated in the 3rd century.*! Among these 4th century instances 
there are 72 from strictly private documents, as against 48 from others, 
although the former group comprises only ca. 4 % of the 4th century 
corpus. 

In the 4th century there are only 99* instances of <H> for «ЕУ | [V] 
as against 47 elsewhere. Not until about 100 в.с. does variation become 
equally frequent / [V]. 


Conclusions 


The conclusive evidence of the graphemic neutralization «Н> ~ «I», 
which is rather frequent in the 5th® and 4th centuries, demonstrates 
that the tentative phoneme /e:/ had changed into [i:] in the 5th century 
in large groups of Attic speakers. The so-called strictly private documents 
can be assumed to have been written above all by those speakers. In 
the three neutralizations, (E»—4I», «Н> ~ ЕУ, and «Н»--41), the 
proportion of data from that group of documents is oversized during 
the time down to ca. 300.9 

It was concluded above (р. 61) that (E» corresponded in the 4th 
century to [i] in & considerable part of the population. It then seems 
necessary to assume that the neutralization «Н> ~ «Е> was to a large 
extent produced by people whose pronunciation was an i-sound for 
both graphemes. 

On the other hand, this neutralization was natural for speakers who 
pronounced e-sounds for these graphemes. 


80 Teodorsson 1974: 81, Var. 5. 

81 Teodorsson 1974: 85-89, Vars. 13-14. 

93 All but two of these come from strictly private documents. 

53 The strong evidence of the documents from the Academy of Plato (Teodorsson 
1974: 90, Var. 17,16-19, note) may be decisive. 

** In the neutralization <H> ~ <I> the proportion of data from this group is moderate 
in the 4th century. 
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The rapid decrease of incidence of the neutralization (Ну ~ (Еу 
after 300 indicates that the sounds corresponding to the two graphemes 
were then no longer alike. The cause was the ongoing opening process 
in /e/ at that time, which is also evidenced by the chronological distribu- 
tion of the neutralizations <E)~<I> and <EI)~<E): The sound cor- 
responding to СЕ» became [=] in almost the entire population, while 
that corresponding to СН) remained [e:]® (or, in minor groups, [1]). 

The few instances of the neutralization «Н>  (E» (and (EI) ~<E)) 
in the Hellenistic period may suggest a more closed pronunciation, 
possibly [e], corresponding to (E», especially / [V]. 

As regards the tentative /e:/ (grapheme <H>), the marked decrease 
of incidence of the neutralization <H> »<E) after 300 demonstrates that 
this had changed into [e:] in the 4th century even in the phonemic 
system of most speakers of the conservative subdialect. 

А preserved pronunciation [e:] is suggested by the few instances of 
the neutralization <H> ~ ФЕ) for a minor group of speakers, provided 
that the tentative /e/ had opened into [=] in the phonemic system of 
those people.9* 


6 <H>~<ED (Variations 13-14) 


The distributional pattern of this neutralization is remarkable. Chrono- 
logically, there is the very low frequency during the entire space of time 
before the late 2nd century,?" and the high frequency in the 1st century 
B.C. Environmentally, neutralization is almost totally confined to the 
position before a vowel, but not until 175 в.с. is there an instance in 
that position. Finally, the incidence of (EI) for СН) is always almost 
negligible.*? 

Considering that there is decisive evidence showing that the sound 
corresponding to (EI) | [C] and СН) was [i:] in a large part of the 


*5 Of. below, рр. 66-68. 

** The hypothetic possibility that, in some group of speakers, the sound cor- 
responding to <H> had been [e:] in the 4th century and then, accompanying the 
Short [e] in the opening trend had changed into [e:] is counter-evidenced by the 
marked decrease of incidence of the neutralization <H> ~ 4E» from the 3rd century. 
47 'Teodorsson 1974: 85, Vars. 11-12. 

** АП the three preconsonantal instances of Var. 13 (5, 11, and 21) are marked 
with the non-phonetic factor (6). 

** The Ptolemaic data (Teodorsson 1977: 113—116, Vars. 22-23) also show these 
characteristics. Neutralization is concentrated to the last two centuries в.о., to 
the position / ГУ), and to the variation <H> for (ЕІ). 
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population as early as in the 5th century," one would expect the neutra- 
lization <H> ~ (EI) to be quite frequent from that time onwards, above 
all / [C] or /_#. But this is not the case. 

It is noticeable that the chronological distribution of the above Var. 
13 is almost exactly the same as that of Var. 19. 


Conclusions 
The insignificant frequency of the neutralization «Ну ~ «ЕТ» | (СІ or 
1.8 in the 5th and 4th centuries is apparently due to non-phonetic, above 
all (ortho)graphic, causes. There was a tendency in Attic in that period 
to generalize the use of <I>”! as a correspondent of the i-sound,”? which 
was only natural because the change was in the direction [e(:)] > [i(:)]. 

The high frequency of Var. 13 from the late 204 century onwards 
clearly indicates a similar phonetic quality in the sounds involved. How- 
ever, since the unchanging low frequency of the neutralizations <H> ~ 
<I>”? and СЕТ» ~ «I» | [V]'* in the Hellenistic period demonstrates that 
<H> and (ED) | [V] did not correspond to an i-sound in Hellenistic Attic 
unless in a minor group of speakers, the marked increase in the frequency 
of Var. 13 in the late 2nd century cannot be interpreted as indicating 
a change into i-quality in the sounds corresponding to СН) and (EI) 
/_[V].75 The cause of the sudden increase was then probably non-phonetic, 
viz. orthographic. 

It is well-known that, as early as the beginning of the 4th century, 
ie. on the introduction of the Ionic graphemic system, the graphemic 


7 Teodorsson 1974: 75-80, Vars. 1-3, and 90-92, Vars. 17-19. 

т This feature is also evident in Ptolemaic Koine, although it is somewhat less 
marked. The relative frequency of the Ptol. Vars. 2-3 (Teodorsson 1977: 82-98) as 
against that of Var. 1 (loc. cit.: 62-81) is somewhat higher than in the Attic data 
(Teodorsson 1974: 75-80). This slightly stronger tendency in Ptol. Koine to use 
(EI) for the i-sound is perhaps the main cause of the comparatively higher fre- 
quency of the Ptol. Var. 22 (СЕТ) for <H>). 

13 This is also obvious in the neutralization (E» <I> (Teodorsson 1974: 79-81, 
Var. 4 and the <E)-instances of Var. 3) in which, after ca. 400, <I> for (E» is more 
than four times as frequent as (E) for (I). 

73 Below, pp. 67-68. 

74 Above, p. 58. Е 

75 A change into [e:] is also ruled out, for СН) by the graphic evidence of Neutrali- 
zation 5 (cf. above, р. 65, n. 66), and for (EI? by the absence of any evidence 
showing such a change.—Considering the low frequency of Neutralization 5 in the 
2nd century, it is also improbable that the tentative /є:/ had been preserved in this 
phonetic quality in more than a minor subdialect, to change into [e:] in the late 
2nd century, producing Var. 13. 
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sequence (EI) was used more and more frequently instead of НГУ ав 
corresponding to the tentative /e:i/, which had then been monoph- 
thongized and narrowed into [e:] or [i:].”* Then, in the second half of 
the 2nd century, the old sequence (HI) was suddenly reintroduced." 
However, since the corresponding sound was & monophthong, which 
in the majority system of that time was probably an e-sound,?? similar 
to that corresponding to <H>, «I» was felt superfluous and was thus 
frequently omitted." 

The simultaneous onset of high frequency in Vars. 13 and 19 clearly 
indicates à common cause. This was the scrupulous endeavour of the 
writers to duly replace (EI) with (HI), a task they did not entirely 
manage. Not only did they often omit the <I> (Vars. 13 and 19), but they 
also occasionally replaced (EI) in the wrong positition (Vars. 13 and 
24, in particular instance 1). 

The practically exclusive occurrence of Var. 13 / [V]9 demonstrates, 
(в) that (ЕТ) | [C] corresponded to a sound of another phonetic quality 
than | [V], i.e. an i-sound, and, (b) that <H> did not correspond to an 
i-sound. It is obvious that (EI) /_[V] and <H> corresponded to a quite 
similar or identical e-sound. 


7 (Нумо СІ» (Variations 15-16) 


There is a marked decrease of incidence of this graphemic neutralization 
after 300 as compared with that of the 4th century. In the 3rd century, 
frequency is almost reduced to one third of the 4th century rate?! and it is 
also lower in the 2nd century. Only in the 1st century does the incidence 
increase again. The insignificant absolute frequency as such (only 2 
instances dated with certainty in the 3rd century) also detracts very 
much from the evidence of this neutralization on the Hellenistic period. 


Conclusions 
The change [=:] > [e:] had taken place during the classical period, and the 
continued narrowing into [1:] had spread widely in the population. 


7в Cf. below, рр. 68-70. 

77 Meisterhans 1900: 36-39, Lademann 1915: 9-29; Henry 1964: 240—246. 

78 Cf. below, р. 69. 

79 Cf. above, pp. 28-32, Var. 19. 

** Cf. above, p. 66, п. 68. 

81 The instances from strictly private documents were excluded from calculation, 
and frequency rates are related to the extent of the corpus in the different centuries 
(cf. above, р 57). 
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Then the radical decrease of incidence of the neutralization <H> ~ <I> 
from the beginning of the 3rd century demonstrates that the proportion 
of speakers in whose phonemic system СН) corresponded to [е:] had 
increased rapidly at that time. There is no decisive evidence to show 
that the subdialect in which СН) corresponded to an i-sound ever re- 
gained in Hellenistic times the position it had held in the 4th century: 

For further evidence supporting these conclusions, cf. above, Neutrali- 
zations 5 and 6, and below, Neutralization 9. 


8а «ЕІ ~ ІН) (Variation 17) 
8 (D ~ ЕНУ (Variation 18) 


These infrequent neutralizations are too insignificant to allow evalua- 
tion. 


9 <HI)~<H) (Variations 19-20) 


This neutralization begins as early as the middle of the 6th century, 
and its frequency is significant above all during the 4th сепбагу. 2 Then, 
in the period ca. 300-ca. 175, there are only а few scattered instances. 
This is exactly the period of the highest relative frequency of (EI) as 
against НГ). Then, when (HI) is deliberately reintroduced in the 
second half of the 2nd century, Neutralization 9 suddenly becomes very 
frequent.** This sudden increase of Var. 19 is synchronous with that of 
Var. 18 and also of Vars. 25 and 77. 


Conclusions 

The monophthongization and narrowing of /e:i/ into [1:] is demonstrated 
by, among others, the graphemic neutralizations «НІ ~ «Н» and 
(HD ~ (ED, especially for the 4th century.95 The fact that the decrease 
of incidence of СН) for <НГУ96 is synchronous with the rapid increase of 


83 Teodorsson 1974: 92-93, Vars. 20-21. 

83 Henry 1964: 240-246. 

84 The relative frequency of Var. 19 is probably higher than 26 9, (cf. above, р. 18, 
and Lademann 1915: 22-23), especially in the 18% c. However, the inclusion of these 
data seemed appropriate for the study (cf. also below, p. 79, Var. 77). 

*5 Teodorsson 1974: 90—95, Vars. 17-22 and 25-26, and p. 288. Cf. also Meisterhans 
1900: 39. 

** Tn Ptol. Koine there is no such decrease of frequency of СН) for (HI); cf. Mayser- 
Schmoll 1970: 103-106. 
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the use of <ET> instead of «НІ» shows that these phenomena are related: 
The main cause of the decrease of the variant <H> for (HI) is ortho- 
graphic. This is also true of the sudden increase of Var. 19 in the second 
half of the 2nd century, which was caused by the reintroduction of «НІ» 
as the orthographic norm in the place of (EI) that had been predomi- 
nating for about one and a half centuries. It was natural for the writers 
to substitute <H> for (HI), but not for «ЕГ).87 

The determination of the phonetic quality of the sound corresponding 
to (HI) in the Hellenistic period is only possible if the parallel evidence 
of Neutralizations 1, 6, and 7 is taken into consideration. The syn- 
chronous sudden onset of high frequency in Vars. 13 and 19 in the second 
half of the 2nd century is inconclusive because it is a result of the ortho- 
graphic change «НГ» > (EI? and no phonetic change need be posited as 
а cause. 

The fact that Var. 13 is almost exclusively represented / [V] evidences 
an e-sound as a correspondent of СН).88 In so far ав <H> in Var. 13 was 
actually written for «НГ, which is highly probable considering the 
parallelism of Var. 19, this is also true of (HI). The high frequency 
evidences the e-pronunciation for the main part of the population. 

These conclusions refer to the situation from about the middle of the 
2nd century on. There remains the problem of determining the pronuncia- 
tion for the 3rd century. 

The establishment of the new orthographic norm (EI) in the 3rd cen- 
tury clearly indicates the i-pronunciation,® while there is no decisive 
evidence of the e-pronunciation at that time.” The safe conclusion is, 
then, that the i-pronunciation was prevailent even during the 3rd 
century. 

On the other hand, it might seem likely that the e-pronunciation re- 
gained its dominating position at the same time in <H> and «НГ», i.e. 
from the beginning of the 3rd century. 


87 This mechanism was probably the main factor in preventing a higher frequency 
of the neutralization «Ну ^ «EI» /_[C] or /_# in the 5th and 4th centuries; cf. 
Teodorsson 1974: 85, Vars. 11-12, and above, pp. 65-67. 

88 The evidence is derived from the fact that (ЕТ) /_[V] obviously corresponded 
to an e-sound during the Hellenistic period; cf. above, pp. 58-60, Var. 1. 

зә The extensive graphemic neutralization (НІ) ~ (ЕТ) in Ptol. Koine was the 
basis of the conclusion drawn by Teodorsson 1977: 221. 

99 There are only the instances Var. 20,20-21 and 22,7-9 (Teodorsson 1974: 93), 
in so far as <H> and (Б) then corresponded to [e:] and [e] respectively; cf. above, 
рр. 61-62 and 65-68. Cf. also below, Neutralization 10. 


70 


The restoration of the e-pronunciation in «НІ» may have taken place 
only in grammatical morphemes.?! 


10 (HDKED-E» (Variation 21) 


In isolation this infrequent graphemic neutralization would be quite 
insignificant. However, as it can be related to other data it does not 
altogether lack importance. It is remarkable that there is no instance 
of this neutralization dated between 248 and 140 B.c.% This chrono- 
logical distribution is paralleled in the neutralizations ((E>/)(ED ~ 
<H> and (HI) «Ну. 

It is observed that there is no graphemic neutralization (НІГ)/(ЕГ) ~ 
СКУ in Ptolemaic Koine. 


Conclusions 


In so far as СЁ) corresponded to a sound of mid quality [e] or [e] in the 
phonemic system of the writer, Neutralization 10 suggests such a quality 
also for (HI) in the 2nd and Ist centuries. However, it is noticeable 
that Var. 7,2-3 come from the same document as Var. 21,2, and thus this 
instance instead hints at the i-pronunciation.% The evidence of Neutrali- 
zation 10 for the e-pronunciation in (НІ) is then very uncertain. 

Analogically, the absence of this neutralization in Ptol. Koine in- 
dicates the i-pronunciation for that language.” 


lla (HDfKED-4I (Variation 22) 
115 (HDfKED -«IH) (Variation 23) 
Пе (ED (HD (Variation 24) 


These neutralizations provide only insignificant further evidence of the 
i-pronunciation in correspondence to (HI), especially as Var. 24 may 
have been caused above all by the change of orthography (ЕГ) > 
«НГ» 


91 Cf. Meisterhans 1900: 39. 

93 Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 93, Var. 22. 

*3 Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 85, Vars. 11-12, and 92-93, Vars. 20-21; and further above, 
рр. 27 and 28—33, Vars. 13 and 19-20. 

М Cf. above, рр. 60-62, Neutralization 3. 

95 Cf. Teodorsson 1977: 221. 

** Cf. above, рр. 66-67 and 68-69. 


71 
12 (AD ~ А> (Variations 25-28) 


Since two separate phonetic changes are involved in the origin of these 
data, [а:1] > [a:] and [ai] > [е:] > [:], Vars. 25-26 and 27-28 respectively 
must be treated separately as two groups. 

The first group is represented as early as са. 500.97 The frequency as 
related to the extent of the corpus?! is roughly equal during the 58-34 
centuries, while in the 2nd century there is an increase. In the 1st cen- 
tury the incidence is about 4 times higher than in the 2nd century. 

The chronological distribution of Vars. 25-26 is paralleled in the 
variations (HI» ~ «Н» and «ОГ ~ <Q). 

The concentration of neutralization to the position /_# is due to 
phonotactic causes. 


Conclusions 
The graphemic neutralization <AI> ~ (А> as occurring during the 5th- 
3rd centuries demonstrates that the phonetic change [a:i]>[a:] had 
been accomplished in а large number of Áttic speakers in that period. 
The marked increase of frequency of neutralization in the second half 
of the 2nd century shows that the change had then also spread to the 
remaining part of the population. 
The change was unconditioned. 


The diphthong [ai] 

Table 3 shows the frequency of Vars. 27-28 and Teodorsson 1974: 97- 
101, Vars. 35-37. Instances from strictly private documents were not 
counted. Instances of the morpheme (Перо) were included. 


Table 3 

Period 499-400 399-300 299-200 199-100 99-1 
Corpus pages 800 1 980 540 585 405 
Instances 9 88 16 11 8 


7 Teodorsson 1974: 96, Var. 33. 

98 Cf. above, р. 57. 

29 Cf. above, рр. 68-69, and below, pp. 77-78. 

100 Of. above, р. 57. As to the sorting of instances with an uncertain date, cf. above, 
p. 58, n. 31. 
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The rapid decrease of incidence from the beginning of the 3rd century’ 
and the following low frequency throughout the Hellenistic period is 
notable. 

Neutralization is most frequent /_(#)[V], except in the 2nd and Ist 
centuries, where it is most common /_(#)[C]. The latter is also true of 
Ptol. Koine, where СА) for САГ) is twice as frequent in this position 
as /_[V].108 

As to the reasons why omission of «I» in <AI> should be interpreted 
as evidence of monophthongization of [ai], cf. Teodorsson 1974: 193-197; 
and 1977: 222-223. 


Conclusions 

The evidence of an unconditioned change [ai] > [::] is decisive in parti- 
cular for the 4th century. The high frequency of neutralization even in 
official documents demonstrates that the new monophthong was also 
widespread among speakers of the conservative subdialect at that time. 

Then the reaction set in and succeeded in reversing the trend so that 
increasing numbers of Attic speakers from the 3rd century onwards 
pronounced [ai]. 

The existence of the not infrequent neutralization САТ)» «А» in 
correspondence of the tentative /ai/ throughout the Hellenistic period 
demonstrates that there were considerable groups of speakers who had 
the monophthongal pronunciation. 


134 <AIb~<H)> (Variation 29) 
13b «АТ ~ «Б» (Variation 30) 
136 <AD~<ED (Variation 31) 
134 <AD~<D (Variation 32) 
13е <ATE)~<E)> (Variation 33) 
13} <EIAD~<ED (Variation 34) 
18g (AD-«AID (Variation 35) 


All these neutralizations bear upon one and the same phonetio change, 

the monophthongization of [ai], and may thus be treated as a group. 
All but Neutralization 13g occur only барах. This extremely low fre- 

quency is significant as negative evidence. In earlier Attic!® the in- 


101 The change in frequency of СА) for САГ) in the morpheme {lleıpar} is illustra- 
tive (Teodorsson 1974: 97, n. 74). 

103 Cf. Teodorsson 1977: 127-128, Vars. 35-36. 

103 Teodorsson 1974: 101-103. 
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cidence is somewhat higher and, as regards the neutralization (АТ) ~ СТ), 
markedly higher. These neutralizations are also much more frequent in 
Ptol. Коше.104 

Since the phonetic quality of /e/ had changed into [=] in the 3rd cen- 
tury,’ the neutralization (AI) ~ «Е» can be expected to be frequent, 
if [ai] was monophthongized into [æ:]. But there is only one instance of 
Neutralization 13b. 


Conclusions 


The infrequency of Neutralizations 13a-13f supports the conclusion 
drawn above, that the monophthongal pronunciation [#:] was less 
common in the Hellenistic period than in the 4th century. 

Neutralization 13g may be interpreted as indicating the diphthongal 
pronunciation [ai]. 


14а «Ауч«Ну (Variations 36-37) 
14b «Ауч<Еу (Variations 38-39) 
14% «Ау-«Ту (Variation 40) 


It is observed that the long vowel /a:/ is involved in most (three) in- 
stances of Neutralization 14a, while only the short vowel /a/ is represented 
in Neutralization 14b. The isolated instance of Var. 40 lacks evidence. 


Conclusions 


Because of the low frequency, Neutralizations 148 and 14b respectively 
provide only insignificant evidence of the open (original) pronunciation 
of the tentative /є:/, and of the new open phonetic quality [s] of the 
tentative phoneme /e/. 


15а ~D (Variations 41-42) 

15% «ТІ» СТ (Variation 43) 

156 <YD/KEID~<Y) (Variation 44) 

154 (YDKED-(E» (Variation 45) 

15e (Y»-«H» (Variation 46) 

Table 4 shows the frequency of Neutralization 1ба and Teodorsson 


1974, Neutralization 12,10 exclusive of instances from strictly private 
documents. 


14 'Teodorsson 1977: 120-133. 
195 Cf. above, p. 63. 
1% Loc. cit., pp. 103-106, Vars. 49-50. 
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Table 4 

Period 499-400 399-300 299-200 199-100 99-1 
Corpus pages 800 1 980 540 585 405 
Instances 8 36 14 10 4 


If it is considered that only 4 out of the 14 instances sorted in the 3rd 
century are dated with certainty after 200, & significant decrease of 
incidence may have begun soon after that time. It should be observed 
that 12 out of the 28 instances dating from the time after 300 are found 
in the morpheme {Murünv}. These are all marked with (Met),!% which 
detracts considerably from the evidential value of Neutralization 168. 

Apart from in the morpheme (04), which was excluded from this 
study, the tentative /yi/ is very infrequent in the corpus. Thus, only 
few instances of variation between (YT» and other graphemes are to be 
expected. The changes of orthographic norm <YD><YD/<Y> >V 
during the 6th-4th centuries,! and (Y» > (YD (EI) in fem. perf. part. 
during the 3rd-Ist centuries is noticeable. 


Conclusions 


The decrease of incidence of Neutralization 15a by about the middle of 
the 3rd century, which continues in the following two centuries, indi- 
cates that the proportion of Attic speakers who possessed the phono- 
logical opposition /i/:/y/ was greater in the Hellenistic than in the 
classical period. 

The insignificant lexical and textual frequency of /yi/, as well as its 
occurrence above all in highly integrated grammatical morphemes,!!! 
are the main causes of the infrequency of Neutralizations 155-164. The 
only safe position is to suppose that «Т» and «ТТ» corresponded to the 
same sound, either [y(:)] or [i(:)], the latter in the phonemic system of 
minor groups. 


107 Cf. above, p. 17. 

108 Cf. Meisterhans 1900: 60; Lademann 1915: 37-40; Henry 1967: 266. 

1% Schwyzer 1939: I 199; Meisterhans 1900: 59-00. 

110 Lademann 1915:39; Henry 1967: 260. Cf. Meisterhans 1900: 168-169; and 
Schwyzer 1939: I 474. It is doubtful whether the spelling (EI) is due to morpho- 
logical causes or not. 

111 СІ, Teodorsson 1977: 40. 
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16a <OIy~<O) (Variations 47-48) 
16b «OD «EI» (Variation 49) 
166 (OD ^E» (Variation 50) 
164 <OI)~<AI) (Variation 51) 


The frequency of Neutralization 16a decreases in the 3rd century,!!* to 
reach its lowest rate in the 2nd century. Excluding the morpheme 
{rot}, Var. 47 is not represented / [V], and there is only one instance of 
(0) for (OI?! in the 3rd century, as against 9 in the 4th century. 

Also the supplementary evidence provided by Neutralizations 16b— 
16d is very insignificant as compared with the corresponding material of 
the previous centuries.!!4 


Conclusion 

The evidence of à monophthongal pronunciation in correspondence to 
«ОТ» is very insignificant for the Hellenistic period. Only quite small 
groups of Attic speakers may have used it after the traditional diph- 
thong /oi/ had regained its predominating position in the 3rd century. 


174 <EY)~<E)> (Variation 52) 
17b (ЕТУ СТУ (Variation 53) 
17с «ЕТУ-<ЕГ) (Variation 54) 
174 <EY)~<EYE) (Variation 55) 
17е (EY»-«HY») (Variation 56) 
17] <EY>»KEM) (Variation 57) 
По K(EY»-4OD | (Variation 58) 
17h <EY)~<EOY) (Variation 59) 


No instance of these infrequent neutralizations is dated with certainty 
in the Ist century, except the hapax instance of Neutralization 17h, 
and this is contrary evidence to the others. At most there may be four 
18% century instances, which means a decrease in comparison with the 
2nd century rate. 

In the corresponding earlier data,!5 which are much more frequent, 
it is observed that there is only one instance (Var. 87,1) dated with 
certainty after 250. 


118 Teodorsson 1974: 108-110, Vars. 61-64. 
11$ Teodorsson 1974: 108-109, Vars. 61-62. 
114 'Teodorsson 1974: 110-111, Vars. 65-73. 
118 Teodorsson 1974: 113-116, Vars. 81-89. 
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Conclusions 

The phonetic change into а semi-vocalic (or consonantal) quality of the 
second component of the diphthong /eu/ was widespread in late classical 
times. This phonetie development was checked and the old diphthongal 
pronunciation was used again by increasing numbers of Attic speakers. 
This process seems to have begun in the late 4th century. By about 250 
there was only & minority using the progressive pronunciation. There 
is no evidence that this situation changed during Hellenistic times. 

The absence of the neutralizations (ЕТ) ~ ЕФ) and «ЕТУ ~ (ЕВ) 
shows that the tentative /p^/ and /b/ corresponding to (Ф) and (В) 
respectively had not changed into fricatives even by the end of the 
Hellenistic period. 


18a <AY)>~<A) (Variation 60) 
18b <AY)~<E) (Variation 61) 
18c <AY)~<AE) (Variation 62) 
18d <AY)~<AI) (Variation 63) 
18e <AY)~<OY) (Variation 64) 


There are two marked features of Neutralization 18a, the concentration 
to the Ist century and to the morphemes (Ёхот) and {att}. This is 
paralleled in the Ptolemaic data.!!6 

There are only scattered instances of <A> for САГ» in classical times.” 
Then there ів no instance dated with certainty in the period 337 —ca. 130. 
Only by the middle of the 1st century does the incidence become high. 


Conclusions 

The primordial stage of the fricativization of the second component of 
the diphthong /au/ is suggested by the infrequent neutralization (AY) ~ 
<A) for the 5th and 4th centuries. The cessation of this neutralization 
in the late 4th century indicates а retardation of the development for 
about two centuries. Minor (illiterate) groups of speakers most probably 
retained the progressive pronunciation during that period. 

The onset of high frequency of Neutralization 18a about 50 в.с. 
shows that the suspended phonetic change was then spreading in the 
population again. The change was confined to the most frequent mor- 
phemes. 


116 Teodorsson 1977: 143-145, Var. 90. For the question of the supposed existence 
of а long diphthong /вга/ in Attic (and Koine), cf. loc. cit., pp. 230-231, ns. 256-258. 
11? Teodorsson 1974: 116, Var. 90. 
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It is not very probable that the renewed onset of the fricativizational 
development of /au/ in Attic in the lst century was due to influence 
from the Koine pronunciation in other parts of the Greek-speaking area, 
e.g. Alexandria.!!? It is more natural and nearer to hand to assume 
that the change propagated from minor (illiterate) groups within the 
Attic community. 

The conclusion drawn above (p. 76) about |р?/ and /b/ is supported 
by the fact that there are no neutralizations «АТУ ~ «АФ» or «АҮ» ~ 
(AD) in Hellenistic Attic. 


19а <OY>~<O> (Variations 65-66) 
19b «ОТУ ОТ) (Variation 67) 
19: (0»-4Н)») (Variation 68) 
194 <O>~<E)> (Variation 69) 
19e <O~<Y) (Variation 70) 


All these neutralizations are too infrequent to allow any positive con- 
clusions. 


20a <Q>~<O) (Variations 71-72) 
20b <O)~<Q0) (Variation 73) 


The two. phonetic changes which may have caused Neutralizations 
20a-20b are the merger of /o:/ and /o/, and the equalization of vowel 
length. 

There is no decrease of incidence of the neutralization (05-10) in 
the 3rd century,!!? as was the case with a number of other autographemic 
neutralizations.1 On the contrary, there is an increase of frequency in 
that century, considering that the corpus ratio of the 4th and 3rd cen- 
turies is 3,66 : 1.1?! Тре frequency shows a further slight increase in the 
2nd century,!?? while there is a decrease in the 1st century. 


118 See discussion by Teodorsson 1977: 20-21. 

119 ТГеодогввоп 1974: 117-121, Vars. 95-96. 

120 Cf. above, Neutralizations 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, 12 (Vars. 27-28), lia, 16a, 17а, 17b, 
18a, and below, Neutralizations 21a, 22a, 25, and 32. 

131 Cf, above, p. 57. 

из Tt should be noticed, however, that the text of some lost documents, e.g. ZG II? 
1013 and 1108, are based on rather unreliable copies. Such instances are marked 
with factor (2); cf. above, p. 15, 3. 
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Conclusions 


The high frequency of the neutralization <Q>~<O) in classical times 
as well as the Hellenistic period demonstrates the phonetic change 
[:] > [o:] for the 5th and 4th century. The change was unconditioned 
and it did not only belong to the innovative subdialect but was also part 
of the phonemic system of most speakers of the conservative subdialect. 

There was no tendency towards restoration of the old pronunciation 
in the Hellenistic period. On the contrary, the new pronunciation seems 
to have spread even more from the 3rd century on. 

The problem of equalization of vowel length is treated below, pp. 82- 
84. 


21а «ОТУ (ОТ) (Variations 74-75) 
21b <OY>~<OI> (Variation 76) 


Considering the infrequency and many markings with factor (2),129 the 
Hellenistic neutralization «ОГУ ~ «ОТ» is quite insignificant. This is 
different from the situation in the 4th century when this neutralization 
was frequent.!?* The decrease of frequency in the 3rd century is marked. 

It is observed that this chronological distribution is largely parallel 
to that of the neutralizations «ОТУ ~ О» and (OI»-—(Q»,35 except 
that the latter increases very markedly again in the second half of the 
2nd century.!?? That these two neutralizations begin earlier than (OI) ~ 
«ОТ» is natural, because omission of one component of a graphemic 
sequence corresponding to & diphthong is the most likely result of 
monophthongization.12” 


Conclusions 


The extensive parallelism in the chronological distribution of the neu- 
tralizations (ОГ) ~ (0), COD ~ «ОГУ, and «ОГ ~ О» indicates that 
their phonetic causes are related. All of them are the result of monoph- 


133 Cf. above, n. 122. 

134 Teodorsson 1974: 121-122, Vars. 98-99. 

128 Teodorsson 1974: 108—110, Vars. 61-64, especially Var. 63; and pp. 123-124, 
Vars. 106-107, especially Var. 107. For the sake of comparability, instances from 
strictly private documents (marked (1)) should not be counted; cf. above, p. 57. 

13 Cf. above, pp. 44-46. Cf. also the similar chronological distribution of the 
neutralization (AI>»<A) corresponding to |а:і/ (Teodorsson 1974: 96-97, Vars. 
33-34; and above рр. 33-34). 

137 Cf. above, р. 72. 
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thongizations, namely [oi]>[e:], and [51]>[э:], which propagated 
particularly rapidly in the 4th century. 

From the beginning of the 3rd century the trend was reverted. The 
proportion of speakers with the diphthongal pronunciation in /o:i/ as 
well as /oi/ increased markedly. 


22a (OD ~ ОУ (Variations 77—78) 
22b (OD -«OIID (Variation 79) 


Var. 77 can be supposed to attain a relative frequency higher than 
25 %128 but was included in the data to show the chronological distribu- 
tion to a full extent. Table 5 shows the chronological distribution of the 
neutralization «ОГ ~ <Q). 


Table 5 

Period 499-400 399—300 299-200 199-100 99-1 
Corpus pages 800 1 980 540 685 405 
Instances 4 19 3 80 59 


The striking increase of frequency in the 4th, as well as the following 
rapid decrease in the 3rd century are highly significant features. The 
2nd century data are concentrated to the latter half of the century. 

It is observed that there is no Attic graphemic neutralization (QD ~ 
<O).120 


Conclusions 


The conspicuous fluctuations in the frequency of Neutralization 22a 
demonstrate, (a) that the monophthongization [0:1] > [2:] propagated 
rapidly in the population during the 4th century, (b) that this process 
stopped and the diphthongal pronunciation regained a dominating 
position in the period 300-150, (c) that а renewed onset of propagation 
of the monophthongal pronunciation started about 150 and spread 
rapidly to comprise almost the entire population. 


138 Cf, above, р. 18. 
139 In Ptol. Koine there is such a neutralization (Teodorsson 1977: 168-169, Vars. 
114-115; and pp. 235-236). 


6 — 782432 Teodorsson 
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The negative evidence of the non-existence of a neutralization <QD ~ 
«ОУ, while there is a frequent neutralization <Q>~<O> (above, Neu- 
tralization 20a), is significant and indicates that the monophthong 
resulting from the change [0:1] > [o:] did not close into [o:]. 


23а (О0)-44» (Variations 80-81) 
28b (Q»—-«4AD (Variation 82) 
28c <QI~<AD (Variations 83-84) 


The infrequency of these neutralizations precludes any positive con- 
clusions. 


24 Laym(aa) (Variation 85) 
The hapax instance of this neutralization is of course negligible. 


25 (a»-(O» (Variation 86) 


The chronological distribution of this graphemic neutralization!® is 
interesting because it is similar to that found in Neutralization 32,181 
as well as to that of a large number of other neutralizations.!?? The 
marked decrease of frequency in the 3rd century is à common feature. 


Table 6 

Period 499-400 399-300 299-200 199-100 99-1 
Corpus pages 800 1 980 540 585 405 
Instances 19 38 8 29 22 


There are few significant patterns to be discerned in this neutralization. 
One is omission of <I) | [V], another is omission of «а> elsewhere in 
correspondence to unaccentuated, long or short, vowels. Table 7 shows 
the distribution. Autographemes corresponding to accentuated vowels 
were counted for comparison. 


130 СГ. Teodorsson 1974: 126-131, Vars. 113-114. 
131 Below, p. 89, Table 13. 
188 Cf. above, p. 77, n. 120. 
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Period 499-400 399-300 299-200 199-100 99-1 


Omissions of 


«D /-[V(:)] 2 7 3 6 4 
<a>, except «I» | ГУ(:)), corres- 

ponding to unaccentuated [V(:)] 12 21 5 20 13 
<a> corresponding to accentuated 


[V(:)] 6 9 = 3 5 


Neutralization 25 is represented in the 2nd and lst centuries by 13 
instances /_[V] as against 34 /_[C]. Ten out of the 13 prevocalic instances 
are omissions of <I>, while among the preconsonantal instances there 
are only 9 omissions of this grapheme. This higher frequency of omission 
of «I» /_[V] is also found in the earlier data; before 200 there are only 3 
instances of omission of other autographemes than СТ) in that position.!3 

The rapid increase of incidence of omission of (ж) corresponding to 
unaccentuated vowels in the 2nd century, after the decrease in the 3rd 
century, is to be observed. 

The difference between the 4th and the 3rd century rate of omission 
of (x) corresponding to accentuated vowels is striking and important, 
seeing that there is no demonstrable phonetic cause of the cessation. 


Conclusions 


The chronological distribution of Neutralization 25 conforms with that 
of Neutralization 32 (omission of syngraphemes) as well as with that of 
numerous other graphemic neutralizations. In most of those neutraliza- 
tions the common feature, the decrease of incidence in the 3rd century, 
can be explained as due to changes in the proportion of speakers of dif- 
ferent subdialects. 

Only if this interpretation is impossible as an explanation of the 
changed frequency of а given phenomenon should а non-phonetic cause 
be assumed. This was the case with Neutralizations 6 and 9.184 [n Neu- 
tralization 25 omission of autographemes corresponding to accentuated 
vowels cannot possibly be explained as due to any specific phonetic 
cause. The cessation of omission on this point in the 3rd century (cf. 


13 Instances from strictly private documenta (cf. Teodorsson 1974: 56, and above, 
p. 57) were not counted. 
ім Above, pp. 65-67, and 68-70. 
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Table 7) is then probably due to another cause. This may be supposed 
to be an intensified orthographic control and an improved orthographic 
competence in the writers.!35 

The frequent omission of <I> / ГУ) indicates a conditioned change in 
[i], namely a palatalization into a semi-vocalic quality [j]. That the 
change was independent of accent is seen in the fact that 4 out of the 
10 instances of omission of <I> | [V] are found in accentuated syllables. 

The change began in the 5th century!?® and seems to have propagated 
continuously during the following centuries. 

In Ptolemaic Koine the prevocalic palatalization of [i] is well docu- 
mented.!?? 

The omission of autographemes corresponding to unaccentuated 
vowels probably indicates a weaker, less distinct, pronunciation in this 
position. This may be due to stress on the accentuated syllable. If the 
data should be interpreted in this way, they indicate a gradual change 
from a type of accent dominated by pitch into one that became more 
and more characterized by stress. The development of this accent per- 
haps went on more slowly in the 3rd than in the 4th century. In the 2nd 
century the new type of accent appears to have spread again. 


Vowel length 
The following orthographic variations are relevant to the equalization 
of vowel length: 3, 9, 10, 11, 12, 16, 18, 21, 28, 30, 32, 33, 37, 43, 45, 47, 
48, 50, 56, 59, 65, 66, 67, 68, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, and 85. 

Table 8 shows the chronological distribution of these variations. 
Instances from strictly private documents were not counted.!38 


Table 8 

Period 499—400 399-300 299-200 199-100 99-1 
Corpus pages 800 1980 540 585 405 
Instances 21 264 75 87 48 


335 This problem is discussed further below, р. 106. 

1% Earliest instances Teodorsson 1974, Var. 113,5 (500/475) and 24 (408/6); Var. 
114,63 (408/7). 

127 Mayser-Schmoll 1970: 126-127; and Teodorsson 1977: 237, n. 270. 

138 Instances with an uncertain date are sorted according to the convention stated 
&bove, р. 58, n. 31. 
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The comprehensive survey of Table 8 shows no period of decrease of 
frequency in the data during the space of time comprised by the in- 
vestigations; the slight decrease іп the Ist century is insignificant. In- 
stead, after the very rapid increase of frequency in the 4th century, 
there seems to be a slight increase of frequency even during the 3rd and 
2nd centuries. However, this is only due to the lasting high frequency of 
the neutralization (О) ~ (05,3? while in all other variations represented 
in the survey, which are frequent enough to be studied statistically, 
there is à marked decrease in the 3rd century. 

It is obvious that due attention must be paid to the fact that other 
phonetic changes are involved beside the equalization of vowel length 
in the origin of the data treated here. Thus, if all tolerably frequent 
orthographie variations relevant to vowel length show a quite similar 
chronological distribution, while the two forming the neutralization 
(09-10) deviate from this pattern, the cause of this deviation cannot 
be the equalization of vowel length, because this overall phonetic change 
must be supposed to contribute rather equally to the frequency of 
relevant orthographic variations. 

The variation <E) for «ЕГУ, which is very frequent in classical times, 
especially in the 4th century, and was thus not included in Teodorsson 
1974, is probably not very evidential of the problem of vowel length, 
because the tendency of shortening long vowels / [V] was certainly an 
essential factor in its origin. 


Conclusions 


On the one hand, the special chronological distribution of the neutrali- 
zation (0)- О» in relation to other frequent data relevant to the 
problem of vowel length indicates a specific cause. This is the merger of 
the sounds corresponding to those graphemes into one identical o-sound. 141 
The lasting high frequency of the neutralization (ОО) throughout 
the Hellenistic period indicates that the phonological opposition /o/ : /0/ 
was lost in the 4th century in almost all speakers of Attic so that it 
could never recover its position as part of the majority system. 

On the other hand, the overall pattern of high frequency in the 4th, 
followed by the decrease in the 3rd century, in the other data bearing 


139 Teodorsson 1974: 117-121, Vars. 95-96; and further above, pp. 42-43, Vars. 
71-72, and 77-78. 

149 Cf. Meisterhans 1900: 40-44. 

141 Cf, above, p. 78. 
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upon the equalization of vowel length shows that the proportion of 
speakers lacking the phoneme /:/ became smaller in the third century, 
to remain so throughout Hellenistic times. This conclusion receives 
especially strong support by the great difference in frequency between 
Vars. 2 and 3 during the 2nd and Ist centuries.“ This evidence of the 
Hellenistic Vars. 2 and 3 eliminates the supposition that the homo- 
geneous chronological distribution pattern in the variations bearing 
upon the equalization of vowel length might be due above all to the 
qualitative phonetic changes also evidenced by that pattern. 


26 «П»-(Ф) (Variation 87) 


The infrequency of Neutralization 26 and the absence of related neutra- 
lizations, e.g. with (В) as one part, is evidential as such. So is also the 
fact that there is only the instance Var. 87,1 to suggest the disappearance 
of the phoneme /h/ (MG [9]). 

The known changes [p^] [Ф] and [b] > [8] are rephonologizations!4? 
and, as such, are not likely to produce much graphemic neutralization, 
especially as there are few graphemes available for that. The only alter- 
native of the traditional orthography is actually variation with <T>, 
but above all in the sequences (ET and (AY». The absence of such 
neutralizations as (EY) ~ «ЕФ», «ЕТ» ~ ЕВ) etc. is thus important 
evidence. 


Conclusions 


There is no evidence of the fricativization changes in the phonemes /p^/ 
and /b/ in Attic during the Hellenistic period. 

There is no evidence in Neutralization 26 to show the disappearance 
of /h/ in pre-Christian Attic, except in quite small groups of speakers. 


27 (Том Ө» (Variation 88) 


The occurrence in only two morphemes and in nearly one and the same 
environment makes this neutralization very insignificant. 
The absence of neutralizations with (A) as one part is to be noticed. 


M3 Cf. above, pp. 21-24 and 58. 
M3 Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 166-167 
“4 Cf. above, pp. 76 and 77. 
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Conclusions 
There is no evidence of fricativization changes in the phonemes /t^/ and 
[d] in Attic during the Hellenistic period. 

The disappearance of /h/ is suggested only vaguely by Neutralization 
27, considering its limited distribution. 


284 (K»-—«X» (Variations 89-90) 
28b <T)~<K) (Variations 91-92) 
28c <T>~<@> (Variation 93) 
28d «T»—41» (Variation 94) 
28e <T)~<E) (Variation 95) 


The general low frequency, the small number of morphemes represented, 
and the absence of a neutralization (X) ^T», or Ху (0, are features 
to be observed when evaluating these neutralizations. 


Conclusions 
There is no evidence of a fricativization change іп /k"/ in Attic in the 
pre-Christian era. 

As regards the phoneme /g/, Neutralizations 280-28e suggest for the 
time before ca. 130 в.с. that insignificant groups of Attic speakers used 
the fricative pronunciation [v]. 

No further evidence bearing upon /h/ is provided by Neutralization 
28a. 


29а «=> Ху) (Variation 96) 

29b (5)-4) (Variations 97-98) 
29е «52-<2) (Variation 99) 

29d <“Y~<®) (Variations 100-101) 


Only Neutralization 29b is frequent enough to have some significance. 
It is observed that this neutralization is represented by only two in- 
stances in Ptolemaic Koine,5 while its Attic counterpart is about four 
times as frequent.1“* This difference is probably a reflex of a particular 
pronunciation of the tentative phonemic sequence /ks/, possibly [s(s)]. 
This pronunciation was perhaps used only by minor groups. 
In /ps/ there was no corresponding assimilation in Hellenistic times. 

145 Teodorsson 1977: 189, Var. 167. 


146 The extent of the corpuses is almost equal; cf. Teodorsson 1977: 56, and above, 
p. 17. 
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30а 2»-43) (Variations 102-103) 
306 (Z»—«X2» (Variation 104) 
The phonetic change to be expected to underlie these graphemic neutra- 
lizations is [zd] (ог [dz]) > [2(:)] (MG /2/). This change was а phono- 
logization. Provided that <<» corresponded to [z] before a voiced con- 
sonant, neutralization is most likely in that position. This higher fre- 
quency is also found in Var. 103, but only thanks to the overrepresen- 
tation of the morpheme (Хцору). Otherwise, the frequency of both 
neutralizations is rather insignificant in all positions.!4? 

It is observed that there is по neutralization between (2) (125) and 
<А) or <T>!" neither in the Attic of the Hellenistic period, nor in Ptole- 
maic Koine. 


Conclusions 
The rather low frequency of Neutralizations 30a and 30b outside the 
morpheme {шору} in the Hellenistic period is not reason enough to 
doubt that the new phoneme /z/ was part of the phonemic system of 
most Attic speakers, seeing that there are no other neutralizations to 
provide counter-evidence to this conclusion. 

The former allophone [2] of the phoneme /s/ before а voiced consonant 
had become a member of the new phoneme /z/. 


31 <oo>~<o> (Variations 105-106) 

The positional pattern of this graphemic neutralization in the 2nd and 
lst centuries is shown in Table 9, while the chronological distribution 
is studied in Table 10. 


Table 9 


Position!*? Var. 105 Var. 106 


[VIV] 31 9 
[V] [t] 11 9 
ГУ) Пк) 4 
ГУ) [t^] 1 
ГУ) П) 1 

ГУ) (г) 2 
[V].[m] 1 
[У]-# 1 


447 The corresponding Ptolemaic data are frequent (Teodorsson 1977: 190-191, 
Vars. 172-175). 

148 Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 140, Vars. 155-160. 

M* Word boundary is considered only if it coincides with sentence boundary. 
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TTable 10 

Period 499—400 399-300 299-200 199-100 99-1 
Corpus pages 800 1980 540 585 405 
Instances 42150 100 44 37 33 


The equalization of consonant length (dephonologization) can be ex- 
pected to result in a frequent neutralization (сс) «o». This high fre- 
quency is also found, but without the culmination in the 4th century 
that characterizes most other Attic graphemic neutralizations. In the 
3rd century as a whole there is an increase of frequency. However, this 
applies only to the first half, considering that there are only 11 instances 
dated with certainty in the second half of the century, which means a 
marked decrease. Then, in the 2nd century, the incidence becomes 
higher again, and this trend continues in the 1st century. 

The predominance of neutralization /[V] [V] is to be expected for 
phonotactic reasons, but this does not detract from the evidential value. 
On the contrary, these intervocalic instances are unconditioned and are 
thus the most evidential ones. In addition, they cannot be explained as 
due to dislocation of syllable boundary, which is a possible cause of 
origin in many other positions.!*! 

It is observed that all syngraphemes that occur doubled are repre- 
sented in Neutralization 31. 


Conclusions 


The equalization of consonant length is clearly evidenced for classical 
as well as Hellenistic Attic by the neutralization (00) ~ <a>, represented 
by fairly equally frequent variations in both directions. The especially 
high frequency of neutralization /[V] [V] is decisive evidence for this 
conclusion, because no other cause of origin of neutralization in this 
position can be stated. 

The widespread environmental distribution of this neutralization 
documented for the classical period,!59? together with the fact that all 


180 The time before 425 could not be comprised by Var. 178 (Teodorsson 1974: 
70 and 145). 

181 Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 234, especially n. 212. 

153 Of, Teodorsson 1974: 232, Tables 2 and 3. 
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syngraphemes that occur doubled are represented, demonstrates that 
the change was not conditioned. 

There is no point of time when the change [С:] > [C] can be said to 
have made a break-through in the population. The decrease of frequency 
of the neutralization (00) ~ (с> in the second part of the 3rd century 
forms & short downward trend. This may be due exclusively to & more 
rigorous control of orthography in that century, 9 but its synchrony 
with the decrease of most other neutralizations indicates that the pro- 
portion of speakers possessing the opposition /С,:/: /C,/ may have been 
greater in the period 250-200 than before and after that time. 


82 (сь б» (Variation 107) 
Table 11 


Position Grapheme omitted 


СТ) DB <А) dH «P «М <N) <> 


Гр) (г) 2 

ГУ) (р) 1 1 

(5). ГУ) 1 

ГУ] [Ы] 1 2 1 
[к] [V] 3 

[V]-[k*] 1 

[V]_[b] 1 

(а) ГУ) 2 

ГУ) (4) 2 
[g]-[V] 1 

[V]-[g] 1 

п). ГУ) 
[а] ГУ) 
Ів) ГУ) 
ГУ). [У] 
# Ір) 1 
#-[У] 2 1 

[У]-# 7 11 


к кы һы рм 


Table 11 shows the positional pattern of omission of syngraphemes іп 
the 2nd and 1st centuries. It is not possible to establish any new struc- 
tures in these data, but rather the picture is similar to that of this neu- 
tralization in previous times. Thus, Neutralization 32 does not suggest 


158 Cf, above, pp. 81-82. 
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any particular phonetio change as starting or developing in the last two 
centuries B.C. 

However, when comparing the situation in the 4th century!5* with 
that in the following three centuries it is observed that several types of 
omission become radically less frequent in the 3rd century, to remain 
infrequent throughout the Hellenistic period, while other types regain 
their frequency rate in the 2nd or 1st century. The development can be 
studied in Table 12. 


Table 12 

Omitted Number of instances!#® in period 
grapheme ——— б — Ж 
in position 399-300 299-200 199-100 99-1 
«ND / [t] 11 1 ын 2 
«М> /_# 18 1 1 6 
<=> 1-8 19 2 9 2 
«Т» 181- 5 - 1 - 
<) IV]. 33 4 4 9 
<> ІГУІ- 21 3 9 4 


The great difference of incidence of omission between the 4th and the 
3rd century in the graphemes and positions studied in Table 12 deter- 
mines the total distribution rates of this neutralization in these cen- 
turies; cf. Table 13. 


Table 13 

Period 499-400 399-300 299-200 199—100 99—1 
Согрив радев 800 1980 540 585 405 
Instances 37 87 18 28 24 
Conclusions 


The types of omission represented in Table 12 are relevant to defined 
phonetic changes, the loss of final postvocalic [n] and [s], assimilation or 
loss of [n] / [stop], and а peculiar pronunciation of the sequence (вбт |,156 


14 Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 235-238, Tables 1 and 2. 
155 Instances from strictly private documents (cf. above, p. 57) were not counted. 
156 Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 239-242. 
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The marked difference of incidence of omission in the 4th and 3rd cen- 
turies is due above all to these phonetic causes, 1.е., these changes 
developed during the 5th and 4th centuries, while in the 3rd century the 
process was checked so that а smaller proportion of Attic speakers used 
the new pronunciation on these points. The tendency to drop final [в] 
propagated again already in the 2nd century, while the loss of final [n] 
seems to have become more common again in the 186 century. 


Chapter 4 
PHONEMIC ANALYSIS 


General Observations 


The phonetic data established in Chapter 3 constitute no entirely solid 
basis for & phonemic analysis, because they mediate spoken sound via 
orthographie data. Nevertheless, in the absence of records of spoken 
sound as well as scientific descriptions of the phonetic pattern of the 
dialect to be reconstructed, these orthographic data form the most reli- 
able evidence available. This is because they are largely, i.e. as far ав 
they are phonetically caused, the direct output of the graphonomic and 
phonographonomic competence of the writers.!5? 

There are two factors to determine the incidence of phonetically 
caused non-normal orthographic variants in а corpus of historical docu- 
ments, (1) the quality of the writers' graphonomic and phonographo- 
nomic competence, i.e. the degree of internalization ої graphonomic and 
phonographonomie rules, and (2) the proportion of writers in the lan- 
guage community using a certain phonemic subsystem, exclusively or 
parallel with another, coexistent one. 

(1) An improved graphonomic and phonographonomic competence in 
the writers, i.e. & better knowledge of orthography, will reduce the fre- 
quency of orthographic variation universally in their text output. Dif- 
ferences in the degree of reduction of frequency between various types 
of variations are possible as results of intensive training, or defective 
training, producing especially good, or deficient, competence respectively 
in particular rules. 

(2) Changes in the phonemic system of the writers, either through the 
addition of rules to any writer's competence during his lifetime, or over 
the generations, will affect the incidence of orthographic variation in 
the points concerned, given ап unchanged general level of graphonomic 
and phonographonomic competence in the writing people. 


157 Of, Teodorsson 1977: 38—42. 
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As was observed above in Chapter 3, the Attic orthographie data show 
some distinct features. These are 

(а) early onset (6th с.) of a number of phonetically relevant ortho- 
graphie variations, 

(b) marked increase of frequency of these, or onset of new orthographic 
variations by the end of the 5th or the beginning of the 4th century, 

(c) rapid and, in many cases, radical decrease of frequency in the 
3rd century of most variations with a considerable or high frequency іп 
the 4th century, but 

(d) no decrease of frequency of the graphemic neutralizations (ET) ~ 
«D /_[C], and <Q) ~ (05, 

(e) massive increase again in the 2nd or Ist century of a number of 
orthographic variations, while 

(f) some orthographic variations, which were frequent in the 5th 
and/or 4th century, remain infrequent from the 3rd century throughout 
the Hellenistic period. 


To explain the origin of this pattern it is necessary to assume that there 
existed at least two subsystems within the phonology of Attic. This as- 
sumption can be shown to be correct by trying to explain the ortho- 
graphic variation pattern of Attic as due exclusively to variation in the 
quality of the graphonomic and phonographonomic competence of the 
writers in different periods and/or rules. The decrease of incidence of 
orthographie variation in the 3rd century would then, if due to this 
supposed!55 improved competence only, be found universally in all 
significantly frequent variations. But this is not the case. The absence 
of a decrease in the frequency of (ЕГ) ~ «I» | [C], and of О) ~ ОУ 
shows that the phonological foundation, i.e. the phonological oppositions 
[e:| : fi:/ /_[C], and /o:/ : [o], for the correct use of the relevant phono- 
graphonomie rules, was lacking, so that the writers could not, in spite 
of their good phonographonomic competence, avoid failures. It cannot 
be supposed, of course, that the internalization of the rules (orthographic 
training) had been insufficient in exactly these highly frequent parts of 
the system. 


188 Strictly speaking the only manifest evidence of a generally improved phono- 
graphonomic (orthographic) competence in the 3rd century is the decrease of in- 
cidence in those types of omission of autographemes that cannot possibly be related 
to phonetic causes; cf. above, pp. 81-82. Cf. further below, pp. 105-106. 
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The failure to reduce the frequency of these two graphemic neutraliza- 
tions in the context of the overall pattern of reduction of neutralization 
in the 3rd century shows that, on the one hand, there still existed in the 
4th century а largely unchanged conservative phonemic system used 
by a considerable number of Attic speakers!5® but that, on the other 
hand, this system had undergone two important changes, namely [e:] > 
012 [С] and [o:] > [o:]. 

These changes originate from the innovative popular phonemio 
system. The origin and propagation of this system during the 6th—4th 
centuries is evidenced by extensive and largely frequent orthographic 
variations relevant to defined phoneme-grapheme correspondences. 
The survival of this innovative system during the 3rd and the former 
half of the 2nd century is demonstrated by the existence in this period 
of practically all these variations, although represented by only scat- 
tered instances,! and by the renewed high frequency of several of these 
same variations in the last part of the Hellenistic period. 

There is good reason to suppose that most users of the conservative 
and the innovative subsystems respectively were more or less competent 
in at least one variant of the other subsystem and thus possessed two 
coexistent systems. “Тһе speech of monolingual natives of some lan- 
guages is comprised of more than one phonemic system; the simul- 
taneously existing systems operate partly in harmony and partly in 
сопћісё.’”161 This situation is found in language communities using more 
than one synchronous linguistic norm, which is a common phenomenon.!® 
The relative prestige of the competing systems is decisive of their 
propagation.!? When a variant is accepted and receives the support of 
increasing numbers of language users it may establish itself as the one 
possessing the highest prestige. The acceptance and positive marking 


и» The existence of the conservative phonemic system is attested for the classical 
as well as for much later times by extensive secondary evidence, although this is 
often only indirectly relevant to Attic; cf. Teodorsson 1974: 243-281. 

169 Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 172-173, Principle 3, and further discussion below, pp. 99— 
103. 

161 Fries and Pike 1949: 29. 

163 “In the process of change from one phonemic system to a different phonemic 
system of the same language, there may be & time during which parta of the two 
systems exist simultaneously and in conflict within the speech of single individuals” 
(Fries and Pike 1949: 41). For empirical verification of this assumption, see refer- 
ences below, pp. 107-111. 

183 “Before a phoneme can spread from word to word ... it is necessary that one 
of the two rivals shall acquire some sort of prestige" (Sturtevant 1947: 81). 
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of a given speech variant is the outcome of sociolinguistic processes.19* 
These are apparently part of more general socio-psychological mechan- 
isms determining preferences in fashion in various spheres of human 
behavior. 


The Attic orthographic data indicate that there existed а competita- 
tive rivalry between the two main subsystems of phonology. During the 
5th and the first half of the 4th century the innovative popular phonemic 
system was gaining more and more prestige and, consequently, spread 
rapidly in the population. Its origin in the lower social classes is evidenced 
by the primary occurrence of relevant orthographic variations in strictly 
private documents. From the late 5th century on these variations are 
also found more or less frequently in official documents. 

This trend seems to have been counteracted at least from the last 
quarter of the 4th century. The prestige of the conservative subsystem 
was strengthened and more and more Attic speakers preferred it to the 
innovative one. The results of this reaction and restoration are seen in 
the orthographic data of the 3rd century in particular and of the last 
three pre-Christian centuries in general. 

The reaction succeeded in checking most phonetic changes for the 
entire Hellenistic period, while others could only be repressed for about 
100-150 years. 


Development of the Two Phonemic Subsystems of Attic 


The development of the two phonemic subsystems of Attic can be 
studied by establishing synchronic phoneme inventories, for different 
stages. Аз approximative chronological points for these stages the middle 
of each century was chosen, ca. 350, ca. 250, са. 150, and ca. 50 в.о. 


The conservative subsystem 


CA. 350 

Vowels: /i, e, a, о, u, y/ 

Consonants: /р, t, k, b, d, в, p^, t^, k^, в, z, h, 1, г, m, n/ 
Length: /:/ 

Accent: / | 


14 Cf, Pulgram 1962: 733. 
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Vowel system: 


hal IYO 
[eu] 
[au] 
[ai] 
[a:i] 


[е(:)/ [о(:)/ 
[oi] 


(озі) 


After the changes іп the vowel system the phoneme-grapheme cor- 
respondences were the following: 


Vowel(s) Autographeme (8) 


Г] (D, «ED / (2j 
fil <I> 

/е:! СЕТ) / а», <H>, «НЬ 
lel (E? 

Ів(:)/ <A> 

|о:/ уды 

lol о» 

fu:/ оту 

[ul СТ» (Ка). 

[у(:)/ СТ», ID 

[eil (AD 

loil «ОТ» 

[eil (AD 

[oi] (QD 

leul «ЕТ» 

[eu] (AY» 


One consonant-syngrapheme correspondence had changed: 
БІ (25 


The change /e:/>/e:/ had probably been an important factor of the 
corresponding change /o:/ > /o:/ on the back axis. 


165 The sound [o] was a combinatory allophone of the phoneme /o/, occurring in 
the long diphthong Го:і) only. 

166 Тһе cautious position taken by Teodorsson 1974: 292 that the phonological op- 
position /o/ : [о] remained intact са. 350 could be abandoned in the light of the 
Hellenistic data. 


7- 782432 Teodorsson 
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A minor conservative subsystem preserved /e:/ (grapheme <H») and 
perhaps the original phonemic correspondence of (2). 


CA. 250 

The system established above for the time ca. 350 had undergone only 
one change, /e/ > /e/ (grapheme <Е)). The change was probably furthered 
by the vast space between /e(:)/ and /a(:)/. 


CA. 150 
At least in a minor variant two changes had taken place, /a:i/ > /a:/ and 
[oi] > |ә:/. Otherwise there had been no change. 


СА. 50 

The monophthongization of the two long diphthongs, /a:i/ and /o:i/, had 
been accomplished in the whole dialect. The new phoneme /o:/ estab- 
lished itself as a back counterpiece of /e/ (grapheme <E)) on the front 
axis. 


Vowel system: 


The innovative subsystem 

CA. 350 

Vowels: /i, e, в, 8, о, о, u, y/ 

Consonants: /p, t, К, b, d, g, p^, #2, К, s, z, В, 1, г, m, n/ 
Accent: /'/ 


Vowel system: 
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Phoneme-grapheme correspondenoes: 


Л | D, СЕТ» | (2), СН), «НІ», <1, (D 
le| | XE», XED | Xo» 

fl «АГ 

Jal <A>, «АГ 

fof «QD 

lo] (05, <Q) 

№] «ОТ», <TD Ko» 

[у] «OD 

№ «2 


The length phoneme had been lost in all variants of the innovative 
subsystem. 

The main variant of this subsystem probably preserved the e-pronun- 
ciation of the sound corresponding to (EI) / [V] and (КЕ). 


In one important variant of this system (E» corresponded to fij, 
while (EI) | [V] corresponded to /e/. 


In an extreme variant of the innovative subsystem this latter may 
not have been the case, i.e., this variant may have lacked the phoneme 
[е]. Furthermore, the opposition /о/: /o/ had probably been lost as a 
result of the change /е/ > /i/, to equalize the functional load of the front 
and the back axes respectively. 

The vowel system of this variant was probably the following: 


Phoneme-grapheme correspondences: 


lil <D,<ED,<E), (ED, «НГ» (0, (YD 
[e| «АГ 

ІШ <A>, «АГ 

[o] «05, <Q), ОТ» 

м] «ОТ» <TD Kay- 

ly| «ОГ 
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In one variant of the innovative subsystem the phoneme /h/ had dis- 
appeared. Evidence for this is the variation <H> ~ <Q) in the late 5th 
century.19? 

The change /g/>/v/ had also been accomplished in the speech of a 
considerable number of users of the innovative system. 

In all variants of the innovative subsystem the second component 
of the diphthongs /eu/ and /au/ was probably a semi-vocalic sound [w] 
(allophone of /u/). 


CA. 250 
In all but the extreme variant of the innovative subsystem the sound 
corresponding to (Е) had opened into /e/. 

The proportion of speakers using the extreme variant had been re- 
duced very considerably and continued to decrease. 


CA. 150 and CA. 50 
There is no evidence of any specific change in the innovative system 
during the last two centuries of the Hellenistic period. 


From about the last third of the 4th century down to about the middle 
of the 2п4 century the proportion of speakers using the innovative sub- 
system decreased and remained small. In the last one and a half centuries 
of the Hellenistic period one feature of the innovative system, the 
monophthongization of /a:i/ and /o:i/, spread to the whole population. 
This is perhaps an indication of а generally strenghtened position of 
the innovative subsystem in that period. 


167 Cf. Teodorsson 1974: 143-145, Vars. 176-177, and 229-231. 


Chapter 5 
CONCLUDING CONSIDERATIONS 


The structure, variation, and evolution of the Attic phonological system 
as analysed in Chapters 3 and 4 were induced almost exclusively from 
the systematic and extensive study of the orthographic patterns of the 
dialect. The secondary material was also included,!9? although not in 
total, but it provided only scarce evidence, especially of the innovative 
subsystem, which was the primary object of investigation. 

This event was expected. Not even loanwords and orthophonic state- 
ments, which are probably the most evidential kinds of secondary evi- 
dence, can offer more than fragmentary, often ambiguous, and super- 
ficial information. A common feature of these two sources is tradi- 
tionality, i.e., reference is generally to more or less conservative, con- 
temporary or historical, language forms. А feature common to all kinds 
of secondary material is ill-defined reference. It is mostly uncertain, or 
quite unknown, to which dialect or subsystem a given piece of informa- 
tion refers. 

The idea of the generally limited value of the secondary material can 
perhaps be most manifestly materialized by imagining a historical 
language not documented in writing but known only through secondary 
information in other, contemporary and later, languages. То reconstruct 
the phonemic system and describe the phonological development of 
that language in a tolerably explicit way would probably be a difficult 
task. 


It is thus time for the students of Greek phonology to abandon the 
overestimation hitherto bestowed on that material. This was done long 
ago by students of the history of other languages. 


""The orthoepistical statements which have been quoted as infallible 
proofs of the existence of the Continental pronunciation can ... be 


168 Teodorsson 1974: 243-281. 
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explained as due to а wrong sound-analysis or to theoretical considera- 
tions. None are wholly conclusive” (spacing-out original). 


“Hitherto writers upon the history of Modern English have relied 
mainly upon the Orthoepists, and have only used comparatively slight 
collections of actual forms taken from contemporary literature. ... I 
believe we shall have to change our views of the old writers, and put the 
study of the private letters and the books written and printed in the 
period which we are studying first, and that we should only apply to the 
writers on pronunciation after we have extracted all the information 
we can get from the former source. When we find the statements of the 
old grammarians in opposition (in so far as we understand then) to the 
plain facte, as revealed again and again in the occasional spellings, we 
shall, I believe, do well to disregard the former, and be guided by the 
latter.’’170 


“We cannot, as Wyld (p. 197) rightly emphasizes, rely too much on those 
orthoepists who persist for about two hundred years in identifying the 
English sound with the French or Italian a. ... Henslowe's Diary pro- 
vides ... & few e-spellings which must reflect the new sound, if not the 
even closer variant [c]. 1?! 


The decisive evidence value of spelling deviations was also realized 
early by German linguists: 
“Wenn in den Denkmälern vom Ende des 8. Jahrhs. der Umlaut des a 
in einem Teil der Fälle Bezeichnung erfahren hat, in einem andern Teil 
unbezeichnet bleibt, so bedeutet das nicht ein Schwanken zwischen a 
und e, sondern a ist überliefertes Zeichen, e entspricht dem wirklichen 
Laut."173 


The orthophonic information is quite accurately assigned its proper 
role by Penzl (1957: 204): 
"Orthoépie evidence is obviously of particular importance, whenever 
the orthography fails to indicate а phonemic change." 


The validity of this position can be shown by а short review of the 
Attic data, orthographic in relation to others. 

It can be established that in some points both types of evidence go 
together. For example, for most of the consonants the orthophonic or 


169 Zachrisson 1913: 224. 

179 Wyld 1920: 115 and 116. 
11 Kökeritz 1953: 162 and 163. 
1? Behaghel 1911: 59-60. 
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other kinds of secondary evidence are not refuted by orthographic data. 
The letter v is described by Dion. Hal. Comp. Verb. 76, р. 52,4-6 Raderm. 
ав & front rounded vowel, while ı is described as different, being un- 
rounded. The Hellenistic orthographic data show that the phonological 
opposition /i(:)/ : /у(:)/ was preserved by most Attic speakers in that 
period. But the merger of these phonemes, propagating in the innovative 
subsystem of Attic from the early 5th century onwards, is not evidenced 
by any kind of secondary evidence. 

The unambiguous description of n by Dion. Hal. (loc. cit. 76, p. 51, 
16-17) as quite an open sound, certainly as open as [e], is verified by the 
Attic orthographic data of the Hellenistic era, but only in so far as <H> 
is found not to correspond to the same sound as <I> in the speech of 
most speakers. The orthographic data show that <H> corresponded to 
а close e-sound in the majority of Attic speakers, at least from the 4th 
century onwards. And the further change [e:] > [1:] accomplished in the 
innovative system in classical times is not mentioned by any ancient 
grammarian. 

The classical and especially the Hellenistic orthographic data from 
Attica coincide with the clear statement by Dion. Thrax, p. 58,3-4 
Uhlig and Strabo XIV 648 that the tota іп « was not pronounced, but 
Dion. Hal. Comp. Verb. 162, p. 106,12 Raderm. is refuted. 

It is interesting, indeed, to establish that the orthographic data go 
together with the secondary evidence in some points. But it is much 
more interesting to find a much larger number of points in which second- 
ary data contradict the primary graphic ones. 

The cause of the contradiction lies in the ill-defined reference common 
to practically all secondary evidence. Dion. Hal. does not state in which 
dialect the sofa adscript was pronounced, whether in the formal sociolect 
of some esoteric elitist group of his time or earlier times (іп the latter 
case his statement is purely prescriptive), or in the local dialect of 
the Greek community in Rome, or rather in the majority system in 
Athens. 

The evidence of the Attic orthographic data resolves the ambiguity. 
Being internal Attic evidence, its reference to the Attic dialect is secured, 
&nd so is the chronology through the dating of the documenta. The data 
can be related with tolerable certainty to social groups defined in time 
and locality. Orthographic variation occurs soon after a phonetic change 
has reached the critical point of producing phonemic change.!”® 


118 An exception is formed by rephonologizations; of. Teodorsson 1974: 166-167 
and 169. 
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It is only on the basis of orthographic data that it is possible to trace 
the very onset of most phonemic changes, locally, temporally, and 
sociolinguistically. 

Writing is psycholinguistically related to speech (and vice versa) in 
& definable phonographonomie (and graphophonologic) way. Just as 
speech is generally not a matter of will-power, writing is largely not.!74 
The moment of unconsciousness opens way to the transfer of phonemic 
patterns into the graphemic system. The orthographic data from of- 
ficial Attic documents demonstrate that not even a rigorous control of 
orthographic correctness can eliminate this mechanism. 

The moment of unconsciousness in writing being outside the scope of 
power of social and intellectual control, the field in which the secondary 
material is produced lies within the compass of this control. Secondary 
material is never produced unconsciously. It is the result of intentional 
deliberations by mostly well educated writers. 

For example, Aristophanes, when writing & comedy, could not afford 
to let vulgar pronunciations slip into the utterances of any character, 
by unconscious psycholinguistic association with the phonemic patterns 
known by him to be prevalent in the speech of the group to which that 
character belonged.!75 

When an author writes an onomatopoeic word he intentionally de- 
cides to spell it in the traditional way or, if the traditional spelling 
does not coincide with the contemporary pronunciation, modifies the 
spelling to make the word more onomatopoeic. 

The writing of allusions or rhymes, or the transcription of loanwords 
are likewise intentional acts that may, or may not, reveal the pronuncia- 
tion of the writer. 

It is only natural that the secondary material can be found to refer— 
in 80 far as its reference can be established at all—above all to conserva- 
tive variants of contemporary language, not seldom used by а minority 
of speakers only, or to more or less remote historical stages of phonology 
no longer used by anybody as native speech.t7® 


14 Cf. Teodorsson 1977: 36-42. 

175 “Bei aller Derbheit, die sich unter anderem in den Flüchen äussert, dürfen wir 
jedoch die eigentliche Vulgürsprache in einem literarischen Kunstwerk nicht er- 
warten: Die Sklaven reden bei Aristophanes in dem gleichen Attisch wie die Voll- 
bürger" (Thumb 1959: 306-307). 

176 “The most that the best of the old writers do, is to put us on the track of changes 
that have taken place, and are well established before their time ... The result is 
that the descriptions are always воше way behind the facts, or made to square 
with the traditional spelling во that they are quite misleading" (Wyld 1920: 117). 
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To conclude this rather lengthy discussion over a matter that should 
be self-evident, namely the higher evidential value of orthographic data 
as compared with other kinds of evidence, it can be established that the 
study of the secondary evidence as & main source confines the knowledge 
of the phonological development of a given language to some sort of 
general conception, lacking details about the chronological, local and 
social origin of phonemic changes as well as their diachronio develop- 
ment and sociolinguistic propagation. 

The two Attic orthographic studies, 1974 and the present one, have 
yielded a more detailed and exact picture of the history of Attic phono- 
logy than that existing before. There are three main features in this more 
nuanced knowledge, 

(1) the early and socially defined origin and propagation of a series of 
phonemic changes in classical times, 

(2) the reaction against this process in the late 4th century and, 

(3) the parallel existence of two main subsystems within the Attic 
dialect, at least from the beginning of the 5th century throughout the 
pre-Christian Age. 


It remains to check these results against existing knowledge about 
(8) the general history of Athens and the social, economical, cultural 
and educational situation in the Attic community during classical and 
Hellenistic times, 


(b) cases of similar phonological development in other languages, 
(с) sociolinguistic variation, coexistent phonemic systems, and sound 
change in general. 


The Historical Setting 


It might be superfluous to state that no positive conclusions can be 
drawn about the linguistic development in a given community from a 
more or less exact knowledge of the general history of that community. 

However, the general historical setting may threw light upon trends 
in the development of а language which have been established on the 
basis of extant linguistic evidence. It can then be seen whether the lin- 
guistic development appears to be at variance with known historical 
facts or not. In the latter case the historical evidence can be looked upon 
as supporting the linguistic evidence, while in the case that the historical 
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facts seem not to agree with the linguistic evidence, this must not be 
taken as an indication that the latter was misinterpreted. Historical and 
linguistic development are only correlated to a certain extent. 

The general opinion that linguistic change tends to be more rapid in 
times of political and social instability and change can easily be sub- 
stantiated by actual cases.!?? Since most sound changes begin in the lower 
social classes, political changes involving the advancement of these 
population groups will further the propagation of their innovative sub- 
dialect. Reversely, if the political influence of the upper classes, who 
normally tend to preserve linguistic structures, remains unchangedly 
strong or is strengthened, linguistic change will be restrained and the 
trend of propagation of new features may be reversed. 


During the 5th century the broad masses of the citizens of Athens rose 
to full political power. After the death of Pericles in 429 the democracy 
was radicalized. The Peloponnesian War aggravated the demagogic 
behavior of many politicians. Oligarchic interludes were of short dura- 
tion. The radical form of democracy was restored and remained in power 
down to the defeat at Chaironeia in 338.17? 

This ca. 90 year long period of extreme democratic rule is exactly the 
period for which the orthographic data demonstrate а rapid spread of 
the innovative popular subdialect among the population. 

Under the democratic regime the old aristocracy never ceased to aim 
at political and cultural power. Post-Socratic philosophers and some 
retoricians, e.g. Isoorates, were more or less decidedly against democracy 
and recommended an oligarchic political system. After the defeat of 
democratic Athens against the Macedonians in 338 the critics of demo- 
cracy intensified their demand for a restoration of the “Old Constitution 
of the Fathers", i.e. a Solonic, timocratic system. 

The austere puritan Lycurgus (338-326) conveyed a reaction in cul- 
tural, religious and military matters. The cadet corps of the ephebes was 
reorganized. The influence of the Areopag increased. After the death of 
Lycurgus the establishment of the new office of the уоцофідохес was а 
flagrant antidemocratic act.!79 


177 Popular Latin changed rapidly during the 5th-8th centuries, and French 
underwent especially profound changes in the 14-16 centuries and in the late 
18th and the first half of the 19th century (Dauzat 1950: 14; 18—19; 67; 99-103). 
In English there was also a rapid development in the 14th-16th centuries. 

178 Cf. Busolt 1920/26: 924. 

179 Busolt 1920/26: 924—927. 
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With the regime of Demetrius of Phaleron (317-307) a moderate olig- 
archy was established. 

The moderate democracy under Stratocles of Diomeia (307-294) 
continued along the lines drawn by Lycurgus. 

During the first half of the 3rd century Athens suffered under Mace- 
donian hegemony, which was intensified after the disastrous Chre- 
monidean war in 261/0. The influence of the oligarchic groups remained 
strong. The leadership of the family of Eurycleides and Micion during 
the last half of the century meant а strenghtening of the position of the 
aristrocracy.190 

The political system of Athens during the period 196-166 has been 
called “Тогу democracy'',!3! and thereafter the new rulers in hegemony 
of Greece, the Romans, acted as solid supporters of the upper classes. 

After the sack of Corinth in 146, down to 129/8, however, there seems 
to have been a temporary decline of aristocratic power in Athens.182 

It is obvious that the general political development of Athens from 
the middle of the 4th century onwards is not at variance with linguistic 
evidence; the evolution of Áttic phonology evidenced by the orthography 
is only what could be expected. 


The cultural prestige of Athens increased steadily during the 4th cen- 
tury, while the political power of the town suffered repeated set-backs. 
This development continued in the 3rd century, during which the new 
philosophic schools, the Stoic and the Epicurean, flourished and rapidly 
became influential cultural centres. Athens maintained its position as 
the leading centre of learning in Greece throughout the Hellenistic 
period. 


As regards the history of education, no exact knowledge exists about 
the quality of teaching or the spread of literacy either in the classical 
or the later times.!® Tf the allegedly Solonic law on education™ actually 
prescribed letters for ай boys or not is not decisive. However, it is prob- 
able that, for practical reasons, literacy was quite widespread among 
Athenian citizens as early as the end of the 6th сепбигу 185 However, the 


1*9 Cf. MacKendrick 1969: 39-43. 

181 Ferguson 1911: 278-311; MacKendrick 1969: 43—47. 

188 MacKendrick 1969: 53-54. 

183 Cf. Schmitter 1975. 

14 Plut. Sol. 22. 

185 Freeman 1922: 52; Beck 1964: 77; Teodorsson 1974: 29-32. For the situation 
in other Greek states, cf. Freeman 1922: 76-77. 
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quality of education may be supposed to have varied considerably 
between schools, which were all private. Poor people could not afford а 
good education for their вопв.188 

After the Peloponnesian War the lower social classes of Athens and 
Attica endured severe роуегіу.197 The more or less oligarchic and aristo- 
cratic regimes holding power during Hellenistic times are not likely to 
have facilitated schooling for poor people. 

These circumstances are relevant to the issue of the value of different 
types of epigraphic documents as evidence of the pronunciation of dif- 
ferent social groups. In the diachronic comparison of the frequency of 
certain orthographic variations performed above in Chapter 3, com- 
parability was obtained by the exclusion of strictly private documents.188 


The transformation of the office of the урациатєос in 368/7 or 363/2 
cannot be brought into а well.defined relationship to the formal 
quality of the official inscriptions. Before that date there was one elected 
secretary, who was replaced by another ten times а year, while after 
that time there were two secretaries in duty for а whole year. These 
were designated by lot among a number of candidates.19? 

In 322/1 the old system was restored by the oligarchic government. 
The democrats who succeeded Demetrius of Phaleron in 307/6 returned 
again to the system introduced in the 360ies, and this was then preserved 
until the 1st century в.с. 

Looking at the frequency of orthographic variation one can establish 
that, after the first reform, the frequency increased, while after the last 
one it decreased. This pattern is also found in the general quality of the 
inscriptions. The letter forms and the general design of the inscriptions 
began to be neglected in the early 4th century. This trend continued 
throughout the century and lasted until about 280. Then a deliberate 
reaction against the corruption of writing started.199 

It is obvious, then, that the competence of the үрхџџоатєїс was not 
related to the procedures of appointment or the period of duty. But the 
temporal coincidence of the reaction against the corruption of writing 
with the central period of reduction of orthographic variation is signifi- 
cant. 


186 Bryant 1907: 107-108. 

187 Mossé 1973: 12-10. 

188 Cf. above, p. 57. 

189 Busolt 1920/26: 478 and 1033-1041. 
190 Larfeld 1902: 454—470. 
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To sum up, it may be established that there is nothing in the general 
political, cultural, and educational history of Athens, nor in the history 
of Attic epigraphy, that can be said to be at variance with the evidence 
ой orthographic data as they were interpreted in the two studies. On the 
contrary, the turnover in the phonological development of the Attic 
dialect from innovation to conservatism had a correlate in the outer, 
political, development and inner, cultural, trends and aims of the leading 
classes of the Athenian community. 


Parallels in Other Languages 


The reaction on the part of the speakers of the conservative subdialect 
of Attic as against the popular innovative one is not an unparalleled 
phenomenon. 

New linguistic features may originate and spread among the lower and 
middle classes of a language community, but may be stigmatized as 
“vulgar” and thus be repudiated by the upper classes. 

However, political power is an essential factor of the propagation of 
linguistic innovations. If a social class enlarges its political prestige 
—although its social status may remain low—the language form used 
by that class is positively marked and tends to be accepted by other, 
primarily the closest associated, сіаввев.191 

If, however, the predominating class loses its leading position, and 
another (higher) social class obtains dominance, then the trend of propa- 
gation is reversed. The language form that had been positively marked 
even in the middle classes is now stigmatized much more strongly by the 
leading upper class and, consequently, the users of that language form 
now make efforts to abandon it and adopt the high prestige form of the 
leading social groups. 

The existence of literacy in the community is not a prerequisite but 
certainly a strong factor of this process. This is particularly the case 
when a language community cherishes a codified old literature, as was 
the case with Homer in Ancient Greece. From the Hellenistic period 
onwards the classical Attic literature played that part in addition. In- 
deed, the conception of the literature of the classical period as a model 
can be traced back to Aristophanes who in 405, after the death of Sopho- 


191 The mechanism of sound change as seen from the sociolinguistic point of view 
was surveyed very lucidly by Labov 1965: 110-112. 
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cles and Euripides in the previous year, lamented over the bad con- 
temporary situation, maintaining that there be no good tragic poets any 
more.191 

As early as the 4th century there was a beginning epigonic feeling 
which was combined with conservatism, purism, and aristocratio views. 
It was quite natural that the appraisal of the good old days and the ex- 
cellent old authors should lead to the idealization and preservation of 
their language form. This attitude was materialized in the Atticism of 
the Hellenistic and later times. 


A close parallel to this development is offered by the history of the 
French language. 

In late Middle French а series of sound changes вќагфеа 19% This was 
the disordered period of the Hundred Years War, during which the old 
feudal system collapsed. The innovative processes continued with the 
Renaissance and the Wars of Religion. In this period of rapid change 
the humanist grammarians began to react against the popular innova- 
tions of the language, inspired by their vivid study of the Latin classics. 
The reaction was successful. À number of sound changes that had been 
accomplished in the popular subsystem were checked and repressed, 
e.g. [o] > [u], [we] > [e], [ег] > [ar], [VrV] > [VzV ].!9* 

In the following period of stability, the 17th and 18th centuries down 
to the Revolution in 1789, the reaction was even stronger and thus 
succeeded in definitely eradicating the above-mentioned innovations. 
There was a residue of only а few forms in which the conservative pro- 
nunciation could not be restored. Also a number of new sound changes 
coming up during this period were counteracted and stopped, while a 
few were accepted.195 

The French stigmatization of popular sound changes was quite overt. 
The stigmatized forms were discussed and repudiated with disgust or 
turned to ridicule. This extreme stigmatization of forms of the low 
Status subsystem by users of the highest prestige form of language is 
particularly effective for their disappearance.!% 


8 Froga 12-73 Зборах тохтоо бе 105. ol uv yap обофт" elaty, ol 8” бутес xaxol. 

19% Dauzat 1950: 67. 

194 Dauzat 1950: 68—85; Fouché 1961: 754-756. 

1*5 Dauzat 1950: 86-84; Fouché 1961: 785-791. 

1% Labov 1965: 112. There may very well have been such overt topic about 
stigmatized forms in Ancient Greek communities; cf., for example, Plat. Crot. 
418 b-d, and Teodorsson 1974: 203-204. 
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The resemblance between the history of the French language from the 
late Middle Ages down to the Revolution, and the Attic development in 
classical and Hellenistic times is apparent. But there is one essential 
difference. In French the conservatism succeeded in rooting out most 
of the popular innovations that had originated before or begun during 
the period of strong reaction. Only a few changes were accepted and 
another few forced their way into common use after the fall of the 
‘Ancien Régime’. Generally, № was the conservative upper class dialect 
that survived, to the exclusion of other опев.197 

This French case forms an extreme. Usually, reactions against natural 
sound changes are only partially or temporarily successful. For example, 
the Middle English change [і] > [in] in pres. part. has by now borne 
its stigma for at least 150 years but is still in цве,!9% while the 17th-18th 
century pronunciation [kj], [gj] for [k], [g] was totally eliminated in the 
19th century.) 

In archaic Latin a number of sound changes had taken place,2% 
which are not found in formal classical Latin, but survived in the 
popular subsystem,™! to form the essential basis of Romance lan- 
guages. 

The fact that the struggle against innovation in order to preserve old 
language forms is problematic is excellently demonstrated by the late 
Middle French change [ме] > [e]. When it was stigmatized by the gram- 
marians and [we] was reintroduced the innovative system relieved the 
pressure by producing a deviating change [we] > [wa], which could never 
be rooted out by the purists.* 

It can be established, then, that linguistic reaction always achieves 
current sociolinguistic variation being prolonged, not seldom over many 
centuries, through the conservation of an old language stage. This is 
what happened in Attic and was continued in Koine. 


197 “Le 17° giécle ... a proclamé la nécessité d'une prononciation partout régulari- 
sée. Aujourd'hui la prononciation est unifiée en français, et il est dangereux de ne 
раз ве conformer à la norme" (Wartburg 1965: 187—188). 

198 Wyld 1920: 289-290. 

1** Sturtevant 1947: 79. 

зә For example, [au] > (0:1, [ai] > [®:]/[а:], [ns] > [s], [№] >[9}, and the loss final 
[m]; cf. Lindsay 1897: 42—49, 62-67, and 78-80; Niedermann 1953: 67-75; Meillet 
1948: 125 “Le latin а été fixó à un moment ой le systéme morphologique changeait 
fortement”. 

зох Of, Väänänen 1958. 

308 Dauzat 1950: 76-78 and 100. 
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Sociolinguistic variation is a common, perhaps universal, phenomenon. 
It is found in illiterate??? ав well as literate language communities. Much 
research has been done on this subject, not least in the last decade. The 
synchronic study of sociolinguistic variations can contribute very much 
to the understanding of the mechanisms of sound change and is thus 
directly relevant to historical phonology. 

It has been established that sociolinguistic variation is related to age 
groups,*™ social classes, and even sex. The last relation is particularly 
interesting seeing that there exist a number of concordant studies 
showing that the speech of women is more progressive then men’s speech, 
albeit that this feature is not universally found. As yet there is no 
explanation of this phenomenon. 

The existence of such sexual differentiations in language may be sup- 
posed to have a social correlate, just as other sociolinguistio borderlines 
are determined by social stratification and group solidarity. Considering 
the marked division of the Ancient Greek society into one masculine 
&nd one feminine part, it is certainly very probable that there may 
have existed distinct “ епоїес(8”.207 The overt topic about the iotacistic 
pronunciation of women by Plato*99 as opposed to the etacistic one of 
his interlocutors is a patent suggestion of that. 

The knowledge of women's genolects as tending towards progressive- 
ness makes the passage particularly interesting. If it is meant to be 
something other than nonsense, it must be interpreted in the diametri- 


*9 Bloomfield 1927. 
304 Bremer 1893: XII-XV; Gauchat 1905; Hermann 1929: 203; Remacle 1944: 
123-126; Fónagy 1956: 203-207. 
305 “In English there is a marked difference between the written and spoken 
standards of most people. In addition, there are styles within each, according to 
the situation ... A complete language has its formal and informal styles, its regional 
accents, and its class or occupational jargons” (Haugen 1966: 932). Cf. Labov 1963; 
1964; 1972: 43-67; Francescato 1959; Gumperz 1966.—The very distinct social 
stratification in India offers particularly illustrative examples of sociolinguistic 
variation. In many cases the caste dialects differ so much as to produce diglossia 
in the sense of Ferguson (1959); of. Gumperz 1958; Bright 1960; Sjoberg 1962. 
19 Gauchat 1905: 205, 209, 211, 218-219, 224-220; Hermann 1929: 203. The 
phenomenon is also known from the history of French, e.g., the women were at 
the head of the change [г] > [z] in the 16th century (Thurot 1881/3 II 271-272). 
Lately, the same pattern was found in New York, Detroit, and Chicago (Labov 
1972: 301-304). 
307 ''Genolect'" will be an appropriate term for a linguistic variant defined by sex. 
308 Crat. 418 b-d, cited and discussed by Teodorsson 1974: 263-264; cf. also pp. 90, 
Var. 17,16-19, n., 48, n. 47, 277, n. 272. 
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cally opposite direction to that intended by Plato himself, namely that 
the i-pronunciation of women was an innovation, while the e-pronuncia- 
tion practised by the conversial philosophers was a conservative variant 
fostered by tradition in the outer would of men. 

Plato must not at all be taken as а reliable source of linguistic in- 
formation, especially not in his Cratylus, but if new hard data in the 
form of primary texts come to light that can be related to the passage 
in а tolerably well-defined way, then it may be possible to decide if 
perhaps iotacism in Attic had its origin above all in the feminine genolect. 
Until then this must remain an unverifiable, but rather plausible, 
hypothesis. 


Attic and Koine 


The present study has shown that the conservative subsystem of Attic 
had а stronger position in Hellenistic than in classical times. A similar 
relationship was found to exist between Ptolemaic Koine and classical 
Attic. But neither in Athens nor in Ptolemaic Egypt could the con- 
servative system eliminate the innovative one, but had to accept some 
of its patterns. This was the case, above all, in late Ptolemaic Коіпе.?10 
In the Roman and Byzantine periods this development continued.?!! 
Everywhere in the Greek-speaking area the progressive subsystem, 
which originally derived from Old Attic, was finally victorious and 
established itself as the standard, while the conservative pronunciation 
was carefully preserved by esoteric purist groups for many more centuries. 

For the Hellenistic era, the Attic data indicate a stronger position of 
the conservative subsystem than the Ptolemaic data do. This is not an 
unexpected outcome, considering the favourable conditions for con- 
servatism and purism in Hellenistic Athens with its philosophic and 
rhetoric education centres and its rather static oligarchic political 
system. There is some evidence that one change, /y/ (graphic (Y», 
(OD) >/i/ never became general іп Attica.?!2 


20 Cf. Teodorsson 1977. For the issue of the descent of Koine from Attic, see 
discussion loc. ой.: 25-35. 

319 Loc. cit.: 253—255. 

311 Cf., for example, Meisterhans 1900: 19, 58—59, 62; and Gignac 1976. 

313 Spellings such as хавч дробохто, хроосбс etc. from the late 2nd о. A.D. on seem 
to indicate а (conditioned) change /у/ > /и/ (Meisterhans 1900: 30). If there is a 
connection between this evidence and the сазе of Old Athenian, which has /u/ as а 
reflex of ancient /y/, e.g. (Yunéka], [t*ulía] ((yuvaixa, ход х), cannot be decided as 
yet; cf. Thumb 1895: 5; Newton 1972: 19-23; Cifoletti 1973: 249-250. 


8 — 782432 Teodorsson 
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Written Koine was a uniform language. Variation is mainly stylistic and 
lexical. The range of variation in spoken Koine in the vast area where it 
was used has not yet been mapped out in detail. More knowledge of the 
matter could certainly be gained by systematic investigations of ortho- 
graphic variation in the texts from different regions. Although it is to be 
expected that there existed considerable differences, it is а known fact, 
however, that the evolution of Koine as а whole was very uniform. 
Koine did not, like Latin, diverge into quite separate languages, which 
would have been entirely natural, considering the large extension and 
geographic disparity of the Greek-speaking world. 

The uniform written language certainly contributed very much to the 
standardization of the spoken language. Literacy was probably rather 
widespread in the Hellenistic period all over the Greek area, and recita- 
tion, dictation, and reading aloud were activities much more practised 
in Antiquity than nowadays. But the influence from the written lan- 
guage through its use in speech cannot be supposed to have furthered 
the innovative phonological tendencies of the language but rather to 
have supported the conservative phonological system. The source of 
innovation and evolution must have been the spoken language of every- 
day use. But then the question arises: how could this evolution of the 
spoken standard proceed so uniformly in the whole language area? 


It seems that there are two conditions essential to this development: 


(a) the origin of Koine must have been one well-defined language form, 
not many different dialect forms, and 


(b) the phonological evolution of Koine must have been prepared and 
initiated in the parental language form, i.e. in the Ionic-Attic Koine 
used in the Aegean area in late classical times, before the emigration 
to the new overseas countries and the propagation of this “Аереап” 
Koine there, as well as in the old Greek-speaking region. 


The Ionic-Attic Koine that was exported outside its original area 
through the conquests of Alexander and the Macedonian hegemony was 
essentially Attic and thus quite a uniform language form, but it pos- 
sessed at least two phonological subsystems, one conservative and one 
innovative.?? In the latter the vowel system had already undergone 


313 Cf. Teodorsson 1977: 256-257.—For a modern example of export of two com- 
peting phonological variants through emigration, of. the case of [зга] [эло] vacil- 
lation in American English, which derives its origin from the change [wa] >[wo] 
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profound changes, while the consonantal system was only in the initial 
stage of evolution. However, the first steps had been taken in the direc- 
tion of change that is evidenced later all over the Koine area. 

The coming evolution of the consonantal system of Koine had been 
prepared in Attic by the following initial changes: 


(1) [g]> [v], which was the first step in the fricativization of the series 
ЛЬ, d, g/,*!* a shift that was connected with the change 


(2) [eu], [au] > [ew], [aw] (> [е8], [aß]) before a vowel or а voiced con- 
sonant, while the parallel change 


(3) [eu], [au] > [ew], [aw] (> [ef], [af]) before a voiceless consonant was 
the first step towards the fricativization of the aspirate series /p^, t^, kh/. 


Thus, late classical Attic bore the embryos, as it were, of the coming 
phonological evolution in Koine. This theory will probably be of use for 
the explanation of the uniformity of Koine and, consequently, the 
coherence of Modern Greek dialects as deriving from Koine. However, 
further research is needed, to see if this model works or if there are 
other, additional,?!5 factors in the origin and development of Koine. 


that was going on in British English during the 17th and 18th centuries (Sturtevant 
1947: 78-79). | 

314 For the order of fricativization of this series, cf. Teodorsson 1977: 253, n. 316. 
315 For example, there is the early and widespread fricativization in Doric dialects. 


AJP 
Arch. Eph. 
Ath. Mitt. 
Epigr. Gr. 


Hesp. 


Hesp. Suppl. 


ІСП! 


IG П! а. 


IG II: 
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NOTATIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS 


NOTATIONS 

{ } Morpheme. 

[1 Phoneme. 

11 Allophone, phone (ТРА phonetic transcription). 
[Vl Any vowel phoneme. 

[Cl Any consonant phoneme. 

<> Grapheme (written in capitals). 

<a) Any autographeme. 

(с) Апу syngrapheme. 


# Boundary of word or sentence. 
| Boundary of line. 
!- Position of occurrence of item under discussion. E.g., (2) /_[d] means: 


[z] occurs in the position before [4]. 


- Variation (between two ог more items). 

> Change into. 

« Change from. 

9 Zero: absence of any linguistic unit. 

{ } Braces are used to abbreviate the listing of (two or more) symbols 


with identical but not simultaneous function in the context. E.g., 
«ЕІ» /.((2) means: ЕІ») in the position before syngrapheme or 
word boundary. 

( ) Parentheses are used to abbreviate the listing of (two or more) 
symbols with identical function and optional co-occurrence. E.g., 
[V(:)/ means: (а) any short vowel, (b) апу long vowel. 


Epigraphy 

(еВ) Illegible letters restored by the editor. 

{aß} Superfluous letters deleted by the editor. 

<aß> Omitted letters supplemented by the editor. 

(48) Letters omitted by the writer through abbreviation and supple- 
mented by the editor. 

Пав) Letters erased by the writer but still legible. 

«В Letters partly damaged so that reading is not entirely certain. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 


CL Document published with а transcription in capital letters. 
Comm. Instance commented on by the editor. 

FS Document published with а facsimile. 

MG Modern Greek. 

Ph. Document published with & photograph. 

Var. Orthographic variant or orthographic variation. 
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Tentative phonemes 


corresponding to the 
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Variation (the orthographic | 
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